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THE DECISION of Lord Chelmsford in Seagram v. 
Knight, reported in last week’s Weekly Reporter, has oc- 
casioned much surprise in the profession. It had always 
been supposed to have been settled beyond doubt that, 
after the Statute of Limitations has once begun to run, 
its operation cannot be suspended. So Mr. Broom, in his 
commentaries, estimates the result of such decisions as 
there are bearing on the subject; and so Lord Abinger, 
in an obiter dictum in Rhodes v. Smethurst, supposed the 
law to be; indeed, so little doubt has been felt on: the 
point that it seems to have been scarcely ever fairly 
raised before the courts. Now, however, Lord Chelms- 
ford has definitely decided that the operation of the 
statute, after it has begun to run, can be suspended, in 
the case where the person who has a claim on another 
for a tortious act committed by the latter dies, and ad- 
ministration to his estate is taken out by the other. 

This decision appears to have been somewhat by mis- 
adventure, if we may venture to use the expression. 
The case was one in which an appeal was made from a 
decree of the Master of the Rolls, upon a bill praying an 
account of certain timber felled by a tenant for life im- 
peachable for waste. Lord Chelmsford stopped the 
counsel for the respondents, who were also the 
defendants, and delivered judgment, deciding that, 
as regarded a portion of the claim, the statute had 
barred the remedy, but that, as regarded the re- 
mainder, its operation had been suspended in the 
manner above mentioned; and his Lordship grounded 
this view upon two very old cases—one in Coke and the 
other in Salkeld—in which it was laid down that where 
administration of the goods of a creditor is committed to 
a debtor, this works, not an extinction of the debt, but a 
suepension of the remedy. No doubt it is very hard 
that the remedy should be suspended and yet the statute 
run on, but these cases afford, we think, no authority 
for holding a suspension of the operation of the statute. 

' The respondente’ counsel, finding at the conclusion of the 
judgment that it did not give them all they had contended 
for, were placed in a rather singular position. The ap- 
pellanta’ counsel had been heard, and, without being 
heard themselves, they had had judgment given 
against them upon a part of their contention. By way 
of a sort of reply after judgment, they proceeded to 
“mention * Rhodes v. Smethurst, but Lord Chelmsford, 
after reading the remarks of Lord Abinger, to which 
his attention was directed, said that his opinion was the 
same, though not, perhaps, as strong as before. Possibly, 
had the respondents’ counsel been heard, the decision 
upon the point of law would have been the other way. 
The case is certainly a very singular one, and will be 
heey in its proper place, among our “ Recent Deci- 











THE DECISION of the Court of Chancery Appeal in Ire- 
land in Re Walsh’s Estate, reported 15 W. RB. 1115, is one 

_ Of great importance both to the profession and to the 
Public,“ The facta of the case are shortly these:~-On the 





5th of July, 1866, certain household property in the city 
of Dublin was set up for sale by the Landed Estates 
Court, in two lots. A Mr. Redmund purchased lot 1, of 
which he was previously lessee, and a Mr. Wren pur- 
chased lot 2, and obtained his conveyance on the 28th 
July, 1866. It appeared that Mr. Redmund was also a 
sub-lessee of part of lot 2, but this sub-lease was not set 
out in the rental nor in any way referred to in the con! 
veyance to Mr. Wren, which conveyance exactly descri 
the premises as in the rental. Mr. Redmund believed 
that he had purchased all the premises of which he was 
tenant, and on discovering that a portion of them was 
included in Mr. Wren’s conveyance, he applied to the 
Court for an order that the purchaser should bring back 
into court his conveyance to have it rectified. It was 
admitted that Mr. Wren knew nothing of the proceed- 
ings previous to the sale, but that, attracted by an adver- 
tisement in the public papers, he walked into the auc- 
tion room, paid his money, and left with the conveyance 
in his pocket. There was no allegation of fraud on his 
part, and the mistake which occurred was the mis- 
take either of the judge or of the solicitor having the 
carriage of the sales. The mistake having been brought 
before Judge Dobbs, he made an order directing Mr. 
Wren to bring back his conveyance to have it recti- 
fied, and from that order the appeal in question was 
brought. 

In support of the order of the Court below it was con- 
tended that under the 31st section of the 21 & 22 Vict. 
c, 72, the Landed Estates Court had all the powers of a 
court of equity, and that, therefore, it could deal with ita 
own conveyances, just as a court of equity might vary or 
rescind a contract of sale. The Lord Chancellor held 
that the order of the Court below should be reversed, for 
that a conveyance once executed was irrevocable. In 
this opinion the Lord Justice of Appeal concurred, and 
his Lordship was of opinion that in reversing the order 
of Judge Dobbs, he was conferring “a boon upon the 
Landed Estates Court by removing from its records an 
order fraught with future mischief and inefficiency in 
its working.” 

The highest Court in Ireland has now set its seal on 
the indefeasibility of a Landed Estates Court title. By 
mistake the property of a third parfy had been conveyed; 
yet, when once the conveyance was made, no court 
could set it aside. 

A VERY curious instance of cause and effect may 
be found in the evidence given before the select com- 
mittee on juries, to which we referred last week. We 
should not at first sight expect to find any connection 
between the price of money in the city and the number 
of cases entered in each day’s list for trial at the West- 
minster and Guildhall sittings. One is apt to think 
that the same amount of work can be done in a day by 
judge, jury, and counsel, whether money be dear or cheap. 
But Mr. Erle, the Associate of the Common Pleas, tells 
us that there is a close connection between the two 
things, and he explains the reason very clearly. 

“ When money is scarce in the city, or, in other words, 
when the rate of interest is high, the daily lists some- 
times have to contain as many as nine or ten causes. It 
is a great advantage to the defendant not to be made to 
pay immediately, and so the causes are kept in the list 
till the last possible moment; that is to say, the defen- 
dant does not give in till the last moment. I have 
found by experience that when money is at high interest 
in the city the cause lists have usually to be very long.” 


AT THE MANSION-HOUSE, on Monday last, a gentle- 
man was summoned, under one of the bye-laws of the 
South-Eastern Railway,Company, “for having unlawfully, 
with a key or other instrument, unlocked one of the 
carriages of the company at the Cannon-street Station.” 
It appeared that the accused had unlocked the door of 
a carriage in which he was to travel, and stepped in, 
The presiding magistrate expressed some surprise at hear- 
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ing a person charged before him for doing an act which 
he himself, like all habitual travellers, was in the habit 
of doing daily. In fact, until Lord St. Leonards suc- 
ceeds in carrying his bill prohibiting the dangerous and 
inconvenient practice of locking the doors of carriages 
in which passengers are travelling, no one can safely 
travel without a key, and people who have keys will 
certainly use them. Bnt though no one had ever heard 
or dreamed of such a bye-law before, its existence was 
clearly established, and as it had equally clearly been 
broken, a fine of one shilling and costs was imposed. 

But what is to be said of such a ‘bye-law; let.us hear 
Mr. Brown (who appeared for the company)— 


“ Mr. Brown said that he believed the South-Eastern © 


Railway Company was the only one that had framed a 
bye-law to meet such a case. They were, however, 
authorised to do so under their Act of Parliament, and it 
was essentially necessary, at a station like that of 
Cannon-street, that it should be enforced, as, on account 
of the number of trains and the different directions in 
which they travelled, unless passengers inquired of the 
railway officials which carriage they were to get into, 
they might be put to very great inconvenience, and taken 
to a totally different’ destination to that to which they 
desired to get to.” 

Now, in the name of common sense, to what length 
is this nursing system to be carried ? If people choose 
without inquiry to get into the wrong train, the proper 
penalty is that they are carried to the wrong place, a far 
more effectual penalty than the chance of a few shillings 
fine. If people are left to their common sense they will 
use their common sense; if they are treated like babies 
they will behave like babies. It would be much better 


if the companies would leave passengers to guard them- 
selves against inconveniences which are entirely within 
the passengers’ control, and would devote their own 
energies to guarding against dangers which passengers 
are powerless to avert, by providing proper communica- 
tion between the various parts of the train, and the many 


other securities for which the public have been vainly 
waiting for so long. ‘ 


THE RirvAL CoMMIssIon has agreed upon its first re- 
port. The report is very short, and to a lawyer, very 
puzzling. The only passage in it expressing any definite 
conclusion is as follows:— 

“We are of opinion that it is expedient to restrain in 
the public services of the United Church of England and 
Ireland all variations in respect of vesture from that 
which has long been the established usage of the said 
United Church, and we think that this may be best 
secured by providing aggrieved parishioners with an easy 
and effectual process for complaint and redress. 

“We are not yet prepared to recommend to your 
Majesty the best mode of giving effect to these conclu- 
sions, with a view at once to secure the objects proposed, 
and to promote the peace of the Church, but we have 
thought it our duty,” &c. 

Now the first clause of what we have quoted is con- 
ceivably capable of two meanings. It may possibly mean 
that by the law as it now stands all variations in re- 
spect of vesture from the established usage are illegal, 
and that it is expedient to put the law against them in 
force. But if the Commissioners meant this they would 
probably have said so in plain words, Secondly, the 
words may mean, and they were probably intended to 
mean, that such variations in vesture vught to be made 
illegal. But then what are we to make out of the next 
clause, which says that the object may be best secured by 
providing an easy and effectual process for complaint and 
redress? How can a defect, or at least an uncertainty, in the 
substantive rules of law be cured by an improvement in 
procedure? It is idle to provide remedies for “ aggrieved 
parishioners” unless you first decide when a parishioner 
is “ aggrieved.” 


Ws BELIEVE we are safe in stating that, after the 





oo 
usual delay, the usual unseemly conflict of claims ang 
interests and influences, the usual paper warfare and 
newspaper wrangling, another batch of Irish lay . 
pointments is completed. It is told of the late 
Macaulay that he used to train and exercise his mg, 
vellous memory by such efforts as repeating the complet, 
list of the popes, or the names of the senior 
since senior wranglers began. If any ambitions 
person is anxious to attempt a similar feat, we aj. 
vise him to try to recount from memory the Irish lay 


‘appointments during the last fifteen months; or, if this iy 


not enough, let him add the retirements. It would, of . 
course, be rash, after recent experience, to assume that, 
because any learned gentleman filled a post yesterday, 
he fills it to-day. But we believe that yes Mr, 
Warren, Q.C., held the office of Attorney-General with 
its appurtenances, including a‘seat in Parliament, for the 
University of Dublin; and that Mr Harrison, Q.C., was 
Solicitor-General. Other appointments, too numerous to 
mention kere, have been, chronicled in another column, 
THE RicHt Hon, HepGes Eyre CHATTERTON, who 
was sworn in as Vice-Chancellor of Ireland, on the 22nd 
inst., is the eldest son of the late Abraham 
Esq., of Cork, by the daughter of the Rev. Fitzgerald 
Tisdall, rector of Kenmare. He was born in 1819, and 
was educated at Cork and at Trinity College, Dubli 
where he received a scholarship in 1839, He grad 
B.A. in 1841, obtaining a moderatorship in logic and 
ethics, and received the degree of LL.D. in 1850, from 
Dublin University. He was called to the bar in Ireland 
in Hilary Term, 1843, and was appointed a Queen's 
Counsel in May, 1858. In November, 1866, Mr. Chat- 
terton was apvointed Solicitor-General for Ireland, and 
became Attorney-General in the early part of the present 
year, when he was sworn a member of the Irish Privy 
Council. He was elected M.P. for the University of 
Dublin in February last. The right-hon. gentleman 
married, in 1845, Mary, daughter of the Rev. William 
Hallaran, M.A., Prebendary of Cloyne. 





JURISDICTION OF THE COURT OF CHANCERY 
TO RESTRAIN AN APPLICATION TO PAR: 
LIAMENT. 


It is well settled that the Court of Chancery has juris- 
diction, in enforeing a contract between two parties, to 
restrain one of them from making an application to Par- 
liament, and yet this jurisdiction, which the Court u- 
doubtedly possesses, is one which it has persistently re- 
fused to exercise. Many months must now elapse before 
there can be any chance of such an application being 
again made to the Court; our readers may still, however, 
be glad to read up at their leisure the full particulan 
upon the point, 

Upon the earliest applications to the Court of Chan- 
cery for an injunction to restrain a party from applying 
to Parliament, it was objected that such an application 
amounted to an attempt to restrain the proceedings of 
Parliament by injunction. This contention was set up 
in Ware v. The Grand Junction Waterworks Company, 2 
Russell & My. 483 (the first case, we believe, in the books, 
upon the subject), and was very shortly disposed of by 
Lord Brongham. Lord Cottenham, in giving judgment 
in the Stockton and Hartlepool Railway Company v. The 
Leeds and Thirsk and the Clarence Railway Campanies, 
2 Phill. 670, expressed his satisfaction at no q 
having been raised as to the jurisdiction of the Court to 
grant such an injunction. In that case the application 
happened to be for an injunction to restrain a party 
petitioning Parliament against the passing of a 
Upon the question of jurisdiction there is, of course, 20 
distinction between an injunction to restrain from 
petitioning against the passing of a bill, and a 
injunction to restrain from introducing a bill; in each 
case the restraint is upon an application to Parliament. 
That the Court of Chancery has jurisdiction to restrain 
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guch an application has now been for many years an un- 
disputed principle. As Vice-Chancellor Wood remarked 
in The Lancaster and Carlisle Railway Company v. The 
North-Western Railway Company, 4 W. R. 220, 2 K, & J. 
303, following out the observations of Lord Cottenham 
in the second of the cases above cited, the Court has the 
same jurisdiction to restrain an application to Parliament 
as it has to restrain proceedings at common law. The 
authority exercised by such a proceeding is in personam, 
and is no interference with the authority of the other 
power. The latter jurisdiction—the jurisdiction to re- 
strain proceedings at common law—has come to be very 
commonly exercised, since the celebrated case before 
Lord Ellesmere, by which it was established; but as to the 
other, although many judges have asserted the jurisdic- 
tion to restrain an application to Parliament, no case, we 
believe, has occurred in which the Court has actually 
granted such an injunction. 

The case of Attorney-General v. Manchester and Leeds 
Railway Company, 1 Rail, Cas. 436, would have been 
a very strong case for the interference of the Court, if 
the petition had not been presented and actually enter- 
tained. by Parliament. There an undertaking had 
been given to the Court to leave certain matters 
in statu guo until the hearing of the cause then 
pending before the Court, and in the meantime the 
parties who had given the undertaking inserted in a 
bill before Parliament a clause liberating them from its 
effects. Lord Cottenham commented severely upon this 
conduct as amounting to a direct breach of the under- 
taking, but said that, the application having been enter- 
tained by either House, the bill became the Act of the 
House and not of the party. The Court, therefore, could 
not interfere. Lord Cottenham did not go into the ques- 
tion whether or no he would have granted an injunction 
if this circumstance had been otherwise. It may, per- 
haps, be thought, upon a hasty consideration, that the 
Court might as well restrain an application already 
entertained by Parliament as an action actually com- 
menced at common law, or the issue of execution on a 
judgment obtained at common law. But the distinction 
will appear at once when it is considered that the 
province of the Court of Common Law (as Lord Cotten- 
ham put it in Heathcote v. The North-Staffordshire Rail- 
way Company, 2 Mac. & G. 109) is to enforce legal rights, 
and that of Parliament to abrogate existing rights. The 
Court of Equity has, therefore, jurisdiction to stay pro- 
ceedings at common law whenever they intrude upon 
equity by effecting that which is (technically) inequitable. 
Where the common law proceeding clashes with the rules 
of the Court of Equity, the former gives way. But Parlia- 
ment is a supreme authority, to which either Court must 
bow, and, therefore, if either House of Parliament has 
actually entertained an application to annul a right re- 
cognised by the Court of Equity, that Court is power- 
less to interfere. 

It seems questionable whether there really is any 
ground upon which the Court will interfere to restrain 
an application to the Legislature. As Lord Cottenham 
said, such an injunction “cannot be granted upon the 
ground that the Act applied for would interfere with 
existing rights, it being the very object of it to do so.” 
Then, suppose that the party proposing to apply to Par- 
liament has previously entered into a contract containing a 
stipulation not todo so. That contingency was considered 
by Vice-Chancellor Wood in Zhe Lancaster and Carlisle 
Railway Companyv. The North-Western Railway Company 
(ubisup.), and his Honour came to the conclusion that the 
Court ought not to interfere, but should leave Parliament 
to deal with the matter, And, indeed, it being admitted 
that anyone may apply to Parliament for power to avoid 
éven the most solemn contract, if that contract include 
@ further contract to make no such application, such 


further contract is still subject to the principle just ad- 


mitted, and so would a series of contracts be, even if 
extending ad injinitum. 
After remarking thus at length upon the general 





principle, we need.not dwell upon the latest case on the 
subject, that of Steelav. The North Metropolitan Railway 
Company, 15 W. R. 597. It was not so strong a cass as 
others in which the injunction has been refused. The 
plaintiff had withdrawn his opposition to the North Metro- 
politan Railway’s Bill upon an agreement with the 
promoters that a clause should be inserted in the bill 
binding the company, if required by him within three 
years, to purchase his property affected by their umder- 
taking, or, at his option to compensate him in damages. 
A clause to this effect was inserted in the bill, which be- 
came law. The agreement, it may be observed, did 
not contain any stipulation that the company’ should 
not apply to Parliament to annul the effect of the con- 
tract. The Act authorised the construction of nine lines 
of railway, two only of which would interfere with the 
plaintiff's property. Subsequently the company pro- 
posed to vary their undertaking by substituting another 
route for the two lines in question. For the purposes 
of this route the plaintiff’s property would not be required, 
and the company were about to apply to Parliament for 
an Act authorising the variation and repealing the 
clause inserted in pursuance of their agreement with 
the plaintiff, when the letter filed his bill for an injunc- 
tion. Lord Chelmsford dismissed the bill without call- 
ing on the counsel for the defendants, tersely remark- 
ing, in conclusion, “I am told by judges of great 
eminence that we have power to interfere by injunc- 
tion, but they all decline to define the occasion which 
would justify such an interference, and even express 
an opinion as to the difficulty of conceiving a case in 
which a party could be so restrained. Although, with 
my predecessors, I assert the right to grant an injunction 
in a proper case, like them I will not define my power, 
but will simply say that this is not a case in which I 
think I ought to interfere.” ‘ 

Applications of this nature have been few and far be- 
tween, the result has been discouraging to those contem- 
plating such applications, and Lord Chelmsford has 
certainly not shown any more encouragement than his 
predecessors. If the Court were to grant the injunction, 
the case would at once be closed against the party pro- 
posing to petition Parliament; if the injunction be re- 
fused, the party who asked it can still be heard before 
the committee upon the bill, and the court of course 
presumes that the committee will duly weigh his 
interests, and compensate him in damages or reject the 
bill, if proper. Perhaps many persons would prefer 
trusting the impartiality of the Court of Chancery to 
confiding in that of a select committee appointed to sit 
on a railway bill. However that may be, it is easy to 
understand the reluctance of the Court to do otherwise 
than leave the matter open. To compare small things 
with larger ones,a similar policy actuates the court 
upon the hearing of opposed applications to seal patents. 
If’ the application be refused, the inventor is altogether 
shut out ; if it be granted, the opponent will have oppor- 
tunities of raising his own case. 





: THE LAW OF LIBEL.—I. 

If the laws of each age were framed systematically 
by the men of that age, no branch of law would be 
more instructive than the law of libel. Its object is, on 
the one hand, to defend the state or the public from 
dangerous attacks, and protect individuals from what 
are, in an age of refinement, the worst of all outrages, 
outrages upon character; and on the other hand to do 
this without sacrificing freedom of thought and expres- 
sion in matters of speculation, or the benefits of public 
discussion in matters practical. The estimate formed by 
the Legislature of the relative importance of these seve- 
ral objects, and the degree of success attained in recon- 
ciling them would be an admirable measure of the cul- 
ture, the liberality, and the practical ability, of the age. 
But the English law of libel is not the deliberate pro- 
duct of the 19th century, or of any other one period. 
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Like many branches of our law it originated in a 
few arbitrary rules of doubtful origin, and has grown 
up in a hap hazard kind of way, developped in this 
direction or in that, according to the accidents of indi- 
vidual cases, the changes of politics, and the temper of 
the judges, while it has been further complicated by the 
occasional intervention of the Legislature with statutes 
extending or restricting the common law rules. The 
result is that no branch of our law is more full of actual 
doubts and difficulties, or of meaningless and grotesque 
anomalies. And, what is more important still, there is 
none which works more frequent or more cruel in- 
justice. 

We propose in this and the succeeding articles to 
consider the law of libel in its several branches, to ascer- 
tain, as far as possible, what the law as to each is, on 
what principle it rests, and to examine how far the 
actual law is in accordance with the principles on which 
it professes to be based, and with practical convenience. 
And we use the word libel in its widest sense (a use fully 
warranted by authority) as including mere oral publica- 
tions as well as those made in writing or by other per- 
manent symbols. 

The two objects of all libel laws are to protect the 
public from danger, and individuals from injury. The 
first of these objects is sought to be attained by making 
publications criminal, the second by making them the 
ground of civil actions; and as some publications are 
thought to be dangerous to the State as well as injurious 
to individuals, they are both crimes and actionable 
wrongs. Libellous publications, therefore, naturally 
divide themselves into two classes: first, those which are 
offences against the state alone, and, secondly, those 
which are injurious to individuals, though they may be 
crimes against the State also. 

Of libels which ate offences against the State alone 
there are three principal classes: publications against 
religion, or blasphemous libels; publications offensive to 
decency and dangerous to public morality, or obscene 
libels; and publications against the sovereign, the state, 
or its officers, seditious libels. We shall treat these in 
their order. 

Blasphemy is a common law misdemeanour. “ All 
blasphemies against God or the Christian religion, or the 
Holy Scriptures, are indictable at coramon law;” but 
the common law furnishes us with no definition of 
blasphemy, and therefore to ascertain the elements of 
the offence we must go by steps. First, then, there 
must be a publication, but the publication may be by 
any mode, mere words as well as writing. Secondly, the 
matter published must be of a certain character. It 
must'consist of words “ against the Almighty, denying his 
being or providence, or contumelious reproaches of our 
Lord and Saviour Christ; or profane scoffing at the Holy 
Scripture, or exposing it to contempt and ridicule.” 
Such is Blackstone’s description of blasphemy, and [it 
is sufficient for practical purposes, for upon this point 
no great difficulty is likely to arise. But there is a third 
element in the crime, the words must be spoken “ mali- 
ciously.” Now what is the meaning of malice? Does 
it mean an intention knowingly to injure others, to 
affront, mislead, or demoralize them, some design 
other than the mere propagation of what the speaker or 
writer believes to be the truth ? Or may malice consist 
in a bona fide intention to do something which the ac- 
cused believes to be useful, but which the law holds to 
be injurious? Is an honest and conscientious endeavour 
to disprove the authority of the Bible, or the existence of 
a God, a malicious intention sufficient to constitute 
blasphemy? In other words, are there any propositions 
which it is necessarily blasphemous to maintain, any 
opinions which the law forbids men to assert? This is 
a question of some difficulty, and the authorities are not 
altogether in harmony. 

On the one hand in the case of Naylor (5 St. Tr. 826), 
Lord Commissioner Whitelocke thus distinguishes be- 
tween heresy and blasphemy :—“ Heresy is crimen judicii, 





an erroneous opinion ; blasphemy is crimen malitie,, 
reviling the name and honour of God.” And from ths 
whole tenor of his speech it was plainly his view that no 
opinion honestly expressed could be blasphemy. Blagk. 
stone’s words tend to support the same opinion:—* Ra, 
tional and dispassionate discussions of the rectitude ang 
propriety of the established mode of worship ” are, accord. 
ing to him, lawful. Mr. Starkie, in his work on Lib 
(vol. 2, p. 147), says: “The law visits not the honest 
errors but the malice of mankind. A wilful intention 
to pervert, insult, and mislead others, by means of licen. 
tious and contumelious abuse applied to sacred subjects, 
or by wilful misrepresentation or artful sophistry, cal. 
culated to mislead the ignorant and unwary, is the cri 
terion and test of guilt.” But it must be observed that 
in the earlier edition he had expressed himself more 
clearly to the same effect, and seems to have modified 
his language intentionally. In America, where the 
common law doctrine as to blasphemy has undergone 
much more discussion than in England, it is clearly 
established that it is not necessarily blasphemy to deny 
even the most fundamental propositions upon which 
Christianity is founded; and that words, which would 
otherwise be blasphemous, are noi so if used in the course 
of serious discussion and for the purpose of maintaining 
an opinion held by the speaker. In the case of The 
People v. Ruggles, 8 John. 290, the prisoner had been 
convicted of blasphemy in uttering very gross and offen- 
sive language against Jesus Christ. The conviction was 
confirmed by the Supreme Court of the United States, 
and the judgment then delivered by Chief Justice Kent 
is by far the most important exposition of the law of 
blasphemy to be found in our books. Having stated the 
words on which the conviction proceeded, he said— 
“After conviction we must intend that these words 
were uttered in a wanton manner, and, as they evidently 
import, with a wicked and malicious disposition, and 
not in a serious discussion upon any controverted point 
in religion. The language was blasphemous, not only 
in a popular, but in a legal sense; for blasphemy, accord- 
ing to the most precise definitions, consists in maliciously 
reviling God or religion, and this was reviling Chris- 
tianity through its author. The jury have passed upon 
the intent or guo animo ; and if those words, spoken in 
any case, will amount to a misdemeanour, the indict- 
ment is good.” And so the New York Penal Code, pur- 
porting not to introduce any new rule, but to express 
the existing common law, in Art. 31, defines blasphemy 
as consisting “in wantonly uttering or publishing words 
casting contumelious reproach or profane ridicule upon 
God, Jesus Christ, the Holy Ghost, the Holy Scriptures, or 
the Christian religion.” In Art, 82 it adds—“ If it ap- 
pears, beyond reasonable doubt, that the words complained 
of were used in the course of serious discussion, and with 
intent to make known or recommend opinions enter- 
tained by the accused, such words are not blasphemy.” 
The English authorities, however, are not all consistent 
with the view just stated. In many of the cases upon 
the subject, we find a marked distinction drawn between 
publications aiming at the overthrow of Christianity 
generally, or bringing the Scriptures generallv into oon- 
tempt, and the discussion of particular points connected 
with the Christian religion or the Scriptures; and it is 
said that the one class of publications is blasphemous 
while the other is lawful, Now, if this be true as an 
abstract proposition of law, it is plain that certain 
opinions are, per se, blasphemous. But upon this two 
observations must be made, In the first place most of 
the cases have come before the courts after verdict, 80 
that all facts necessary to sustain the indictment, includ- 
ing the malice, were taken as found, In such cases the 
courts had to decide not whether certain words were 
necessarily blasphemous, but whether they could be 
blasphemous, Secondly, it must be remembered that 
judges and juries are every day in the habit of tacitly 
assuming a variety of matters of fact which, 
speaking, ought to be tried by evidence; but which, a 





ee ee ee ee ee ae ee ae ee ae a ee Oe ee eee eee 


Aug. 31,1867. THE SOLICITORS JOURNAL & REPORTER. 


987 








men of the world, they knew to be morally certain. And 
in this way it might at one time not very unreasonably 
be assumed that anyone who spoke contemptuously of 
Christianity, or of the bible, did so from some other motive 
than a pure love of truth. Whereas,in anage of scepticism 
like the present, no such assumption reasonably could, 
or, in fact, would, be made. till, qualify these cases as 
we may, there remain, at the very least, a number of 
judicial dicta in favour of the proposition that to maintain 
certain opinions is blasphemy at common law. And 
within the last few months, a learned judge has added 
the weight of his authority to this view. The case of 
Cowan v. Milbourn, reported 15 W. R. 750, was an action 
for breach of an agreement to let certain rooms to the 
plaintiff. The defence was that the rooms were hired 
for an anillegal purpose. The rooms were, in fact, hired for 
the delivery of lectures on the following subjects, amongst 
others, “The Character and Teaching of Christ: the 
former defective, the latter misleading,” and “The 
Bible shown to be no more inspired than any other book.” 
And the question for the Court was whether this was 
such an illegal purpose as to warrant the defendant in 
refusing to let his rooms. Though the question arose 
in this form, however, it is plain that the delivery of the 
lectures, if illegal in any sense, would have been an in- 
dictable offence. The plaintiff’s counsel argued that such 
lectures might or might not be blasphemous; for blas- 
phemy consisted not in asserting particular opinions, 
but, in asserting them in a certain way, and with a 
certain animus. But the Lord Chief Baron thought that 
“it would be a violation of his duty if he left the 
question for a moment in doubt,” and declared such 
lectures to be illegal. And the reason he gave was the 
old common law common-place, that Christianity is 
part of the law of England. Martin, B., agreed with his 
Lordship, but without giving the grounds of his opinion. 
And Bramwell, B., relied upon the much safer ground 
that such lectures were prohibited by a statute to which 
we shall have occasion hereafter to refer. Now, if any 
definite proposition can be drawn from the Lord Chief 
Baron’s judgment, it is this, that it is necessarily illegal 
to maintain the “character of Christ to have been de- 
fective, and His teaching misleading,” and “the Bible 
to be no more inspired than any other book.” 

Such being the state of the authorities, it cannot be 
said that the common law on this point is clear or well 
settled; but it appears to us that the preponderance of 
authority is in favour of the more liberal view, that 
any proposition, however hostile to Christianity, and 
however offensive to Christians, may lawfully be asserted; 
if the words be used simply for the purpose of propagat- 
ing and enforcing what he who uses them believes 
to be true. 


THE LEGISLATION OF THE YEAR. 
80 & 81 VicToRIA, 1867. 

Cap. IL—An Act to further continue the Act of the 
twenty-ninth year of the reign of her:present Majesty, 
chapter 1, intituled “An Act to empower the Lord 
Lieutenant or other chief governor or governors of 
Ireland to apprehend, and detain for a limited time, 
such persons as he or they shall suspect of conspiring 
against her Majesty’s person and government.” 


Cap. XXV.—An Act to further continue the Act of the 
twenty-ninth year of the reign of her present Majesty, 
chapter 1, intituled “An Act to empower the Lord 
Lieutenant or other chief governor or governors of 
Ireland to apprehend, and detain for a limited time, 
such persons as he or they shall suspect of conspiring 
against her Majesty’s person and government.” 


These two Acts continue the suspension of the Habeas 
Corpus Act in Ireland, until the lst day of March, 1868. 
In the suppression of the recent rebellion, and in the 
trial of the numerous offenders captured within the last 
eighteen months, enough has been shown: to justify the 
passing of this unusual measure; and the country is now 











enabled to estimate what might have been the result of 
the Fenian organization, but for the prompt ,measures 
adopted by the Government for the purpose of putting it 
down. It is only the occurrence of most exceptional 
circumstances which can give occasion for even a 
temporary abatement of that jealous watchfulness over 
the liberty of the subject supposed to be an attribute of 
the constitution of the realm; and now that the excep- 
tional circumstances have arisen, and unfortunately 
continue to exist, the fact that the law is strong enough 
to cope with them must prove the preponderance of 
loyalty over discontent, and so form a subject of 
congratulation to all true-hearted subjects of her 
Majesty. 

The moderation with which the powers of the Habeas 
Corpus Suspension Act have been exercised, promises 
that, in the event of its being further continued, no bad 
or tyrannical use will be made of them. When Parlia- 
ment meets in February next, the first question to be 
considered will be whether the further continuance of 
the “ Suspension Act ” is required by the condition of 
the country. The later of the two Acts expires on the 
1st of March, 1868. 


Cap. V.—An Act to repeal the duties of assessed taxes on 
dogs, and to impose in lieu thereof a duty of excise. 
Two moving causes operated to bring about the intro- 

duction of this Act. The one was the number of owner- 
less dogs to be found in towns, and the many instances 
of attacks made by savage animals of this species on 
persons who were unable to obtain either redress or 
compensation, by reason of their inability to discover the 
proprietor of the offender. The other motive for the 
introduction of this Act was the diffieulty of collecting 
the revenue arising from the tax on dogs; and it was 
considered that a small payment demanded for a license 
to keep a dog would be more easily and more certainly 
collected than the large payment hitherto imposed on 
the owners of those animals. 

With a view to diminish the first of the evils com- 
plained of, every dog, without exception or exemption, is 
charged with an excise duty of five shillings to be col- 
lected as the payment for a license. It is a subject for 
regret that it is not made the business of the police 
everywhere to put the Act in force, as we are informed 
is their practice at Manchester, because, with the excep- 
tion of any fear which may be entertained of the penal- 
ties to which they are liable under the Act, there is but 
little to prevent the evasion of this duty by the majority 
of owners of dogs in the country, unless indeed the 
small amount payable takes away the temptation to 
escape. If it were the duty of the police to capture all 
ownerless dogs wandering about, and to destroy them 
after a limited time and after due notice given, the effect 
of the Act would be somewhat increased, and for the 
better. 

It is, however, we believe, found that even up to the 
present time duty has been paid on many more dogs 
than were formerly returned as liable to be paid for, 
and it may be hoped that in time the Act will have the 
two-fold effect of getting rid of all ownerless dogs, and 
of producing a larger revenue than this item has ever 
before brought to the Exchequer. 

That dogs are useful cannot be denied, but they are 
not all so; so that, while the Legislature allows the 
existence of all dogs without exception, it is only acting 
for the public good if it enforces strictly the provisions 
of this Act. 





East Inp1a JupoEs.—The Parliamentary return, moved for 
by Mr. O’Beirne, has been printed, and shows that the numbers 
of Judges in the various Indian courts are—Bengal, 13 (8 being 

estern Provin- 
ces, 6 (4 being civilians) : 1 being acivilian). All 
the regular judges, except one, and three of the fe cs ban . 
titled to practice at the English Bar. The — 
to is that of M W. Westropp, of the High Court ,Bombay, 
is an Irish barrister, 


civilians); Madras, 5 (3 yy oy ; North- 
jab, 2 ( 
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RECENT DECISIONS. 


EQUITY. 

SET-OFF OF DEBT DUE TO BANKRUPT SHAREHOLDER 
FROM A LIMITED COMPANY AGAINST AMOUNT DUE 
ON HIS SHARES. 

Re Duckworth, LL,J3., 15 W. R. 858, 2 L. R. Ch. 578. 

Our readers will remember that in a case heard by the 
Court of Appeal at the close of the long vacation sittings 
last year (G'rissell’s case, 14 W. R. 1015, 1 L. R. Ch. 528), 
two questions were raised—1. Whether a member of a 
company, who was also a creditor, was entitled to be 
paid his debt pari passu with the other creditors, who 
were not members of the company, or only after the 
debts due to those creditors had all been paid; and 
2. Whether, if entitled to be paid in common with the 
other creditors, he had any right. of set-off as between 
his debt or the dividends on it, and the amount due on 
his shares, or the calls made upon them. The decision 
was looked forward to with much anxiety, not only by 
the numerous shareholders in banking companies, who 
were also depositors, but by the class of contractors and 
others who, while creditors of their respective companies 
to a large amount, were also deeply involved as contribu- 
tories. They had no great reason to be dissatisfied with 
the decision, as they were held entitled to be paid equally 
with the other creditors, and only a claim of set-off, 
which would have given them an advantage over the 
other creditors, was refused. |The effect of it was, that a 
person. who is at the same time a creditor and contribu- 
tory, is entitled to receive a dividend on his debt when 
he has paid all calls due on his shares, but not until then, 
setting off, however, we presume, any declared dividend 
against an unpaid call, as that would not affect the posi- 
tion of either himself or the company. 

The above decision was rested on the construction of 
the Companies Act, 1862, and the absence of any provi- 
sion correspording to the mutual credit clause in Bank- 
ruptey, section 171 of the Act of 1849. But suppose the 
creditor-contributory to have become bankrupt, or to 
have executed a trust deed for the benefit of his creditors, 
that clause will then apply, and the question arises whe- 
ther his rights and liabilities are to be determined by the 
law of 1849 or that of 1862. Re Duckworth decides 
this; and although it is anomalous that the above cir- 
cumstances should alter the position of such creditor 
contributory, particularly when the position of the other 
creditors and contributories is thereby affected, and if 
the case had been contemplated by the framers of the 
Act of 1862, some special provision would no doubt have 
been made for it, it must now be taken that the assignees 
or trustees of a creditor of a company may set 
off the debt from the company against the amount 
payable on the shares held by him, whether called 
up or not. Whether the application of this principle 
of set off will be beneficial to the company or the 
reverse will depend on the relative degrees of insol- 
vency of the company and the bankrupt, and it may 
now sometimes be expedient for a creditor-contributory 
to execute a deed of assignment under the Bankruptcy 
Act simply for the purpose of availing himself of this 
right of set-off. 





COMMON LAW. 
Skinner v. Kitch, 15 W.R., Q. B., 830. 

Every case which throws any light on the legal posi- 
tion of employers and employed towards one another is 
of much interest just now, whilst the unfortunate strife 
between them is so constantly renewed. In Skinner 
v. Kitch a question of this sort was decided. 

The statute 6 Geo. 4, c. 29,8, 3, provides that if any 
person shall by threats . . , endeavour to 
force any manufacturer to limit the number 
or description of his joarneymen workmen, any person 
80 offending shall”’ be liable to punishment. 

In this case, which was decided upon a case stated by 





justices, Skinner was secretary of the General Union 
of Carpenters and Joiners, and gave the respondent 
Kitch notice that he would require the workmen who 
were members of the Union and who were employed 
by Kitch to come out on strike unless Kitch dismisgeg 
one Jordan, who was not a Union-man,, from his em. | 
ployment, or unless Jordan joined the society. The | 
question of law was whether the threat by Skinner that 
Kitch should lose the services of most of his workmen 
unless he dismissed the non-societyman or induced him 
to join the society, was a threat within the meaning of 
the 3rd section of the statute. 

The Court held that the notice sent by Skinner came 
within the statute as being a threat to force a master 
to limit the description of his workmen. It is to be 
noticed in this case that the person threatening was 
not a workman in the employ of the master, but was 
altogether unconnected with him. 

It by no means follows from this case, therefore, 
that a workmen would not be perfectly justified in 
giving his master notice that he would leave unless the 
master dismissed @ non-societyman, A workman would 
clearly be justified in leaving any service in which he 
might be engaged upon giving the requisite notice 
without assigning any reason at all for so doing. If, 
on being asked his reason for leaving he were to say 
that he left because he would not work with a non- 
unionist he clearly would not be guilty of any threat- 
ening. The same reason would seem to apply if, on 
giving notice to leave, he stated his reason at once and 
unasked. In short, if he simply gave his master an 
option between retaining the services of a union ora 
non-union man he could hardly be liable to punishment 
for any infringement of the provisions of the criminal 
law on this subject. 


Wallenstein v.- Herbert, 15 W.R., Q. B., 838. 

During the last year or two there have been a great 
number of decisions on copyright cases of one sort or 
another, and the nature of the copyright in musical 
compositions, as well asin pictures, engravings, photo- 
graphs, &c., has been several times considered. A case 
of this kind has again been decided in \allenstein y. 
Herbert, which was an action brought by the plaintiff, 
a musical composer, against Miss Herbert, the proprie- 
tress of the St. James’s Theatre, for an alleged infringe- 
ment of his copyright in certain music which he had 
composed. The plaintiff had been musical director for 
a former lessee of the same theatre (Mr. F. Matthews), 
and as such had to find all the music which was re- 
quired, engage the performers, &c. In the course of 
his duties as musical director the plaintiff composed 
some music to accompany a play, the copyright of which 
his employer had purchased. The defendant, who after- 
wards succeeded Mr. F. Matthews as lessee of the 
theatre, produced on the stage, by his permission, the 
play for which the plaintiff had composed the music, 
together with the music itself. The action was brought 
under the Copyright Acts to recover damages for this 
alleged infringement of the plaintiff’s copyright. One 
question was, whether the plaintiff composed his music 
as an original and substantive piece of composition, or 
whether it was merely eo much work done for Mr. F. 
Matthews to assist him in arranging a play. of which 
the music would be one of the parts, If the music 
were a substantive composition, the plaintiff clearly 
would have a copyright in it, and would, therefore, 
prima facie be entitled to sue for any unauthorised use 
of it. If the plaintiff had no right to the music, the 
copyright would then be in the plaintiff’s employer, 
Mr. F. Matthews, as being a portion of his play. 
There was, however, a second question—viz., whether, 
even granting for the sake of the argument that the 
plaintiff had the copyright, Mr. F. Matthews|had not, 
under the terms of the contract between them, an ul 
limited right to perform the music. If Mr. F, Matthews 
had that right then he could authorise another person t0 





22eneo mMEBEEBEST BSOSaHR A 


meoere ree PT SSS emer 


ce ee ee ee ee 


SS a a Oo a a eee aw eS 


eee ee a. ae 


Aug. 81, 1867. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. —_—989 








exercise it; and as he had licensed the defendant in 
this case, the plaintiff would not, in that event, be en- 
titled to maintain this action. The Court held that the 
tiff had no right of action. Cockburn, O.J., hold- 
ing that, whether the plaintiff had the copyright or not, 
the defendant was authorised to make use of the music 
under the license of Mr. F. Matthews, as he had an 
unlimited right to perform the music by the terms of 
the contract between him and the plaintiff. Mellor, J., 
said that the plaintiff had not the copyright, and, even 
if he had, the defendant, as licensee of Mr. F. Matthews, 
was entitled to use it. Shee, J.,.agreed with the rest of 
the Court that the action was not maintainable, but did 
not very clearly state upon which of the two grounds he 
reated his judgment. The decision is not very satis- 
, a8 it does not lay down any general rule of law 
which will be a guide in future cases. It would seem 
certainly most reasonable that the copyright in this 
case should, in the absense of any express contract, be- 
long to Mr. F. Matthews, who employed the plaintiff, 
go to’ speak, to compose for him a certain portion of 
an entire work, the copyright of which Mr. Matthews 
was entitledto. Of course, if musical directors wish to 
protect their interests, it will be easy for them to make 
special. agreements with their employers; but, in the 
absence. of such agreements, we think that he who 
designs and arranges, by himself or others, the whole 
work, may himself be well considered the author, and 
therefore the proprietor of the copyright, 
Delany and Others v. The Metropolitan Board of Works, 
15 W. R., Q. B., 841. 

We noticed a short time ago (ante, 877) the case 
Of Poulson v. Thirst decided on the construction of sec- 
tion 106 of 25 & 26 Vict. c. 62, which requires one 
months notice to be given before commencing any 
action for anything done under that Act. 

In Delany v. The Metropolitan Board of Works the 
same section was under consideration, and it was decided 
that it was not necessary to give this notice where 
the action is brought upon an award of a sum of 
money for compensation for injuries done in the exe- 
cution of the defendant’s works. The compensation in 
this case was ascertained under 18 & 19 Vict. o. 110,58. 
225, an award made, and an action brought for the 
amount, and on demurrer to a plea that there had been 
no notice it was held that section 106 of 25 & 26 Vict. 
¢. 62, only applies to hostile proceedings, and not to pro- 
ceedings of this character, which in their inception were 
not of a hostile nature at all. 





REVIEW. 


The Law Magazine and Law Review. August, 1867. 

The August number of The Law Magazine and Law 
Review opens with an essay by Mr. George Overend on 
the “Preservation and Amendment of Trial by Jury,” 
being the essay which obtained the first prize of the Law 
Amendment Society offered for the best essay on this sub. 
ject. Trial by jury is a very large subject, and twenty 
pages is not @ very large space, so that it would have 
been impossible for Mr. Overend to treat the subject in 
anything like an exhaustive manner; but he has done 
probably as much as space permitted. The earlier or 
historical part of the essay is the fullest. His argument 
in favour of jury trial does not put the case as strongly 
asit might be put. And he falls into the usual mistake 
of taking his illustrations almost exclusively from criminal 
cases, This is unfortunate, for no one practically denies 
the value of a jury in criminal cases, the dispute is as 
to civil cases. In his suggestions for the amendment 
of the present system the writer is not definite enough to 

very useful. The next article is one upon martial law, 
founded on the Lord Chief Justice’s charge to the grand 
jary in the case of General Nelson and Lieutenant 
Brandt. Our own views upon this subject have been 
fully and frequently expressed, and it is enough to say 
that the writer takes the same view of the subject which 





we have dene, and which, since the Chief Justice’s charge, 
almost all lawyers do. But it can by no means be said 
that laymen always understand the matter in the same 
light. Ina recent brilliant article on the Reform Bill, Mr. 
Carlyle has gone @ little out of his way to laugh at the 
Chief Justice’s charge. But if Mr. Carlyle had under- 
stood the charge a little better, he would have seen that 
its conclusiens are far more in accordance with his own 
views than the opposite doctrine is. Its whole tendency 
is to sweep away an arbitrary, artificial, and technical 
system called by the name of martial law, and put in its 
place the ‘‘non scripta sed nata lex” of necessity,—neces- 
sity for the establishment and maintenance of order, which 
is but self-defence on the part of the community. The 
article on reform is careful and moderate in tone, but 
being written before the Reform Bill, it speaks to most of 
us a forgotten language, An article on ‘Colonial Legis- 
lative Bodies” is a vigorous argument in favour of the re- 
stricted power of derivative legislative, or quasi-legislative, 
bodies in colonies, and the necessity that all ther enact- 
meuts should be in conformity with the law of England in 
order to give them validity. But the writer has hardly 
pointed out with, sufficient clearness, that his arguments 
only apply in the case of Crown colonies, in, which the 
legislative or executive council deriving its right from the 
Crown can have no greater right than the Crown from which 
they are derived, and that they have no application in the 
case of colonies having an independent Legislature, 
whose powers are not derivative but original. The 
Slade case and the Shedden case, two very complicated 
cases, and not very easy to be understood, are fully ex~ 
plained in two further articles. The rest of the volume 
is occupied by a slight and sketchy review of some re- 
cent genealogical works, and discussions on the County 
Courts Amendments Acts, the late Vaccination, and 
other Public Health Acts, and the question of marriages 
of British subjects abroad. On the whole the present 
number of the Law Magazine is a good one, 





COURTS. 


COURT OF ARCHES. 
(Before Sir RoBERT PHILLIMORE). * 


Aug. 27.—Martin v. Rev. 4. H. Mackonochie—This 
case, which has been brought to try the legality of the use 
of lights and incense during the communion service, and 
other practices in use at St. Albans Church, Holborn, 
came before the Court on a special application as te the 
mode of hearing in October. The point on the present 
occasion, which is of considerable interest to both sides, 
was the constitution of the court on the hearing, the pre- 
sent dean, Sir Robert Phillimore, having been counsel in 
the case for the defendant, the incumbent of St. Albans, 
Holborn. 

Dr. Tristram (with whom was E. Charles), applied on 
behalf of the defendant that his Lordship should hear the 
case with Dr. Travers Twiss and Dr. Robertson as his 
assessors, 

J. A. Stephens, Q.C., had, on the part of the promoter, 
Mr. Martin, objected to the court being constituted as sug- 
gested, and wished the case to be heard by Dr. Twiss sitt- 
ing alone. It was contended that his Lordship, as official 

rincipal of the Court of Arches, had no power to delegate 
his authority for the purpose of hearing what was in sub- 
stance an 2) 

His Lorpsuir asked whether notice of the present appli- 
cation had been given to the other side. 

Dr. Tristram believed so, 

His Lonpsurr asked whether by his patent he could not 
appoint a surrogate, and he called the attention of counsel 
to his peculiar position as having been counsel in the case. 
The question was of so much impertance that he wished 
to hear all that could be advanced on the subject. 

Dr.* Tristram, and Charles, contended that although, 
as official principal, his Lordship could appoint surrogates, 
yet he couldjnot delegate his power to others to hear what 
was in effeet an appeal sent by the Bishop of London from 
his own court by letters of request ; and, further, they 
submitted that as it was a criminal proceeding, the defen- 
dant hed a right, ina matter of so mueh public impert- 
ance, to have his case heard by the first ecclesiastical judge 
‘n the country, assisted, as his Lordship might think 
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proper, by others as his assessors, There were no cases 
in which counsel in the cause afterwards sitting as 
judges, had been objected to, and none in which a surro- 
gate had decided an appeal from an inferior court on 
letters of request. 

His Lorpsuip said he should not~decide the matter 
at present, but wished to address a few observations for 
the consideration of both sides. He felt great reluct- 
ance ito hear a case in which he had been counsel ; 
and whilst he did not wish to deprive the defendant of any 
right, he at the same time did not wish to place the pro- 
moter in a different position. He suggested the question 
whether a case on petition could be raised as to his hearing 
the case, and whether it could then go to the Judicial Com- 
mittee and be heard as an appeal. Another point was, whe- 
ther the party could not apply for a mandamus directing 
him to hear the case, and whether he should not allow time 
for the purpose. He wished both sides to consider what 
he had said, and communicate with the registrar, as some- 
thing must be determined upon before the hearing, ap- 
pointed on the 29th October. 


Adlam v. Coulthurst.—Dr. Spinks, Q.C., and Dr. Swabey, 
on the part of Mr. Adlam, a magistrate for the county of 
Somerset, a’ re. that the defendant, one of the church- 
wardens of Chew Magna, should be declared in contempt for 
disobedience to an order of Dr. Lushington to restore some 
human bones which he had removed to a meadow, and to 
pay £100 as law expenses. 

Toller, as proctor for the defendant, protested against the 
application in the absence of his counsel, Dr. Deane, who 
could show that the order of the Court could not be com- 
plied with. 

His Lorpsuip said the case was of public importance, 
and delay might cause further desecration. On Mr. Toller 
undertaking that nothing should be done to the meadow 
he would let the case stand to the 24th October. 


Aug. 28.—Martin v. The Rev. A. H. Mackonochie.—This 
case, in which an application was made yesterday as to the 
manner in which the Court should {be constituted at the 
hearing, now came on again. 

The Dean or AnrcueEs delivered judgment as follows: 
—I have considered the application made to me yesterday 
by the counsel for the party proceeded against in the case 
of the Office of the judge promoted by Martin against 
Mackonochie. I have decided not to accede to that ae 
cation, but to appoint two surrogates, namely, the Vicar- 
General of the Archbishop of Canterbury (Dr. Twiss), and 
the Chancellor of the diocese of Rochester (Dr. Robertson), 
to hear this case on the days which have been already fixed. 
I do not think that sections 13 & 15 of 2 & 4 Vict. c. 86, 
commonly called ‘‘The Clergy Discipline Act,” affect the 
general power conferred on me by the patent of appointing 
surrogates ; and the circumstances of the case are so peculiar 
that I consider myself, in the present instance, justified in 
availing myself of this power. I therefore reject the appli- 
cation which has been made to me to hear this cause myself, 
with or without assessors. The defendant, if he consider 
himself, or be advised by counsel that he is, aggrieved by 
this decision, may appear under protest before the judges to 
whom I have delegated my jurisdiction 0a this occasion, 
and the validity of the objection raised in the protest will 
be ultimately decided by the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council. 





COURT OF ADMIRALTY. 

Aug. 28.—Sir Robert Phillimore sat, for the first time, 
as Judge of the Court of Admiralty, and disposed of a 
number of motions. 

The Great Eastern Steamship—The case of the Great 
Eastern steamship came on for hearing to-day, on the 
question of wages, and for damages to the men consequent 
on “hee dismissal when the vessel was arrested at Liver- 


Vernon Lushington, as counsel for the crew, about 300 
in number, asked for a reference, to ascertain the amount 
to be awarded as damages. The actual amount due for 
wages was inconsiderable, but the important question was 
the damages. 

C. P. Butt, for the Great Eastern’*Company, opposed the 
application, He had denied the jurisdiction ef the Court 
before the late judge, and his Lordship had drawn up a 
judgment, which was read by the proctors when he was 
confined by illness, and he had decided in favour of the 


crew, and the only question was the amount to be awarded, 
Mr. Butt said he should appeal to the Judicial Committe, 
on the question, which was most important, 

Sir Ropert Puitu:mors took time to consider the course 
he should adopt in the matter, 





BOW-STREET POLICE COURT. 

_ Aug, 29.—Edward Smith, a messenger, appeared befor 
Sir Thomas Henry, on remand, upon a charge of deliver. 
ing letters contrary to the privilege of the Postmaster. 
General. 

Peacock, on the part of the Post-office authorities, con, 
ducted the prosecution, and Zempleman appeared for the 
defendant, having been retained by Mr. Eyre, the manager 
of the company, 

Evidence was given on the former hearing and was com. 
pleted to-day, te show that the accused was employed in 
collecting and delivering circulars by the Circular Delivery 
Companies, 

Templeman, for the defence, argued that circulars 
were not letters at all within the meaning of the Post. 
office Act, but merely advertisements. Some stress had 
been laid on the fact that an answer was requested. But 
then every advertisement required an answer, directly or 
indirectly. There was no definition in the Act ‘of what 
constituted a letter. 

Sir Tuomas Henry said that in 1 Vict. c. 33, the se 
cond clause, taken with the exceptions, showed clearly 
enough what was ‘meant by a letter, and he had no donbt 
that these documents were of that nature, 

Mr. Manuel Eyre, the virtual defendant, stated:that he 
was the proprietor of the business carried on under the 
style or firm of the London and Metropolitan Circular and 
Pamphlet Delivery Companies. He read the circular, 
which offered the public great advantages in the cheap 
and punctual delivery of circulars; at the same time de- 
claring that ‘‘no ijetters” would be ‘‘ taken on any pre- 
tence whatever.” The same system, he observed, had 
been carried on in Glasgow, where the company was em- 
ployed by the Board of Inland Revenue to deliver tax 

pers, which he was sure the board would not do, if they 
believed the proceedings to be illegal. He had taken the 
opinion of the Lord Advocate upon the question. ; 

Sir Tuomas Henry said if the opinion was before him, 
with the case on which it was given, he might be better 
able to judge of it. But the mere verbal statement of 
that opinion could have no weight with him. He did not 
even know that the law was the same in Scotland as in 
England, 

In answer to questions, and after the usual caution that 
he was not bound to criminate himself, defendant stated 
that the lowest rate charged for delivering circulars was 
one farthing each, but the rates varied according to cir. 
cumstances. Farthing and halfpenny stamps were issued. 
They were affixed to the envelopes in the same manner as 
the postage stamps were affixed to letters. He considered 
that while the Queen’s head showed the the document to 
which it was affixed to be a letter, his stamp showed it to 
be acircular. In some cases the stamps were objected to 
on that very ground, and then they were forwarded with- 
out any stamp, though the same rates were chonge’ In 
fact the stamp was a trade mark chiefly intended to ad 
vertise the companies, It bore the inscription ‘‘ Circular 
Delivery Companies,” and the amount }d. or }d. Hehad 
never intended any infringement of the law. He had 
sent acopy of the circular to the Post Office in the first 
instance, believing honestly that he was not infringing the 
law, 

Mr. Peacock said the only object of these proceedings 
was to protect the revenue; and they were instituted 
under the directions of the Attorney and Solicitor-Gene- 
ral. 

Sir Toomas Hxnny said he was quite satisfied that these 
circulars were letters within the meaning of the Act, and 
came within the privilege of the Postmaster-General. He had 

iven the matter his most careful consideration, and he must 

eclare it to be one of the clearest cases he had been called 
upon to decide. The defendant was liable to a penalty of 
£5 for delivering the letters, and Mr. Eyre, who emplo 
him, would have been liable if proceedings had been taken 
against him. Defendant must pay the fine of £5. 

Templeman said the practice of delivering circulars was 








carried on by several other companies—such as the Corps of 
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Commissioners, and the post-office had never interfered with 


Sir Taomas Henny said he considered they were all liable 

to the same penalty if they did the same thing. 
Templeman believed there was no appeal ? 
Sir THOMAS Henry replied that there was, and that a 
case might be stated under the Criminal Justice Act. It 
would, however, be important for Mr. Eyre to consider that, 
if either of these courses were taken, nothing could be done 
until November. It would then be a most serious thing for 
him if, the decision being confirmed, he found himself liable 
to penalties of £100 a-week for every week during which he 
carried on the business in the interim. 

Eyre said he should not carry on the business in opposi- 
tion to the magistrate’s decision, but would take care to for- 
ward no circulars but what were sent to him open. 

Sir Tuomas HENRY.—Now take care. is is a most 
stringent Act, passed on purpose to protect the privilege of 
the Post-office, and it cannot be evaded in that way. You 
have been keeping a sort of little post-office, and I have no 
hesitation in saying that you have not the right to do it, and 
that no one hasa right to do it. 





PRESENTMENTS BY JURIES. 

At the Liverpool assizes the Grand Jury, before separa- 
ting,made a presentment to Chief Justice Bovill, in which 
they said that, upon a careful analysis of the cases sub- 
mitted to them, it was found that a considerable number 
of the offences charged are not, in fact, of a more serious 
character than those which are ordinarily dealt with at a 
comparatively small cost, and quite satisfactorily to the 
public, in the courts of quarter session. The grand jury, 
therefore, respectfully submitted that except in cases of 
murder, aggravated manslaughter, concealment of. birth, 
rape, arson, placing obstructions on railways, robberies 
with violence, and the of negotiable instruments, 
there are no charges in the calendar which, if the law so 
permitted, might not, without any injury to the public in- 
terests, at a greatly reduced cost, and the great relief of 
the work of the assizes and the judges presiding there, be 
confined to the Quarter Sessions. 

His Lordship, having received the presentment, 
thanked. the grand jury, on behalf of the country, for it. 
He assured them that it should be forwarded to the pro- 
per quarter. He expressed his entire concurrence with the 
substance of the presentment, and would only venture to 
add that, in addition to the saving of expense, time, and 
labour bestowed on cases at the assizes, he conceived it to 
be the interest of the prisoners themselves that they 
should be brought to a miore speedy trial than they could 
be ifsent to the assizes, 





_A special jury at Leeds upon being discharged autho- 
rised one of their number to make the following remarks 
to Mr. Baron Pigott :—‘‘ Before the special jury separate 
I crave your permission to make a remark in which such 
ef the jury as I have had the o unity of consulting 
concur. Although in the case of small cities or towns 
it may be necessary to empannel special juries from large 
areas, no necessity exists in towns containing over say 
50,000 people, to go for jurymen beyond their limits, the 
inhabitants of which can attend with much less ineon- 
venience and expense than can men from a distance. It 
seems to me that, in the sacred name of justice, great 
injustice is inflicted upon men who are compelled to leave 
their homes and their affairs to decide such trumpery 
squabbles and paltry disputes as those which have taken 
up so much of the time of your Lordship’s court during the 
past fortnight. It may be that legislation alone can re- 
medy either or both of the matters referred to, but as law 
is the issue of public conviction, not felt merely, but ex- 
pressed, it appears to me that this is a suitable time for 
speaking, and that your Lordship is the proper person to 

whom to express our conviction.” 

The JupGE,—I quite agree with what you have said, 

i eeammemanrrne rms 
At the Middlesex sessions this week, on presenting the 
last batch of bills, the foreman of the grand jury said he 
was desired by his brother jurymen to represent to the 
that it was their unanimous opinion that grand juries 
in the metropolitan districts should be abolished, and that 


Many of the wo tr as stealing 6d. and 1s, 6d., 
might have been di of by the committing magis- 


trates, They were of opinion that theré should be an 
alteration of the law to effect this objeet. 

The JupcEe said the magistrate had already power to 
deal with cases of not more than 5s. in value, but in some 
i although the sum stolen was small, the prisoners 
were old offenders, and the magistrate had no power to 
pass a sentence of penal servitude, which, perhaps, the 
offence deserved. That would accouut for prisoners being 
sent for trial, although the offence with which they stood 
charged might be small in amount, 





GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


OvgHT A BARRISTER TO HAVE A LEGAL REMEDY TO RE- 
COVER HIS FEES? AND OUGHT HE TO BE LIABLE TO AN 
ACTION FOR WANT OF CARE OR SKILL ? 

Sir,—This question has been often suggested to me by 
the difficulties sometimes experienced in obtaining pay- 
ment of fees where a barrister takes a brief without the 
fees having been previously paid. Though I have heard 
that in strictness professional etiquette forbids a barrister 
taking a brief without having previously received his fee, 
yet I know that this rule, supposing it actually exists, is 
very extensively departed from. The only rule on the 
subject to which any serious sanction is attached is, that a 
barrister shall not subscribe his signature or initials under 
the fee marked unless and until that fee has acttially been 
paid. In common with many other members of my pro- 
fession I have allowed accounts to accumulate for some 
time with some firms, but I have found that when it comes 
to paying the process is very slow indeed, and, in a few 
cases, all but hopeless. I am sorry to say that I under- 
stand from other members of the profession that such 
things are by no means of rare occurrence, 

Under these circumstances dees it not seem that it 
would be but a just measure to provide a legal remedy by 
which a barrister could recover the amount of his fees. 
Some years ago a doctor was much in the same position 
as a barrister is in now ; but the Legislature has altered 
the legal position of the one, so that he can now recover 
his fees for attendance even without a special contract, 
which in the former state of the law was the only way by 
which he could sustain an action for his fees. But the 
barrister does not enjoy even that resource which a doctor 
had before the Act; he cannot recover even on a special 
contract, I believe a barrister is now the only person to 
whom the law denies the power of recovering by action 
what is due to him by way of remuneration for professional 
services; and, in my humble judgment, it is high time 
that the exception should cease to exist. 

I am aware of the argument by which the present state 
of things has been attempted to be justified—viz., that the 
barristers’ immunity from action. for damages incurred 
through his fault in conducting a case or in Tavising is a 
fair equivalent for the disadvantage he labours under occa- 
sionally from the want of a legal remedy for his fees, But 
why should such an immunity exist ? It has been said that 
it is necessary in order that a barrister may be untram- 
melled by the apprehension of consequences in suggesting 
or adopting the ceurse which his judgment points out as 
the best. Now, what is this, let me ask, but holding out 
@ premium to recklessness? Will any one seriously be- 
lieve that a barrister will be less able or discreet in con- 
ducting his business because he knows that if he exhibit a 
want of due skill and care, and the suit is lost in conse- 
quence, he can be made amenable? 1| think on the con- 
trary it would make him more keenly alive to the interests 
of his clients, and more careful in qualifying himself for 
the discharge of his important duties. I find it very dif- 
ficult to draw a distinction between the case of a barrister 
and a doctor for the purposes of this argument. Does not 
the latter meet with cases involving as much doubt and 
difficulty as the former? and should he not be equally free 
from apprehension in the exercise of his judgment? I 
do not think that in either case the existence of a remedy 
for damages arising from want of care or skill would or 
does make the smallest difference so far as regards the 
exercise of competent skill. Each will do his best what- 
ever may be the state of the law. I would only say that 
the existence of a remedy for possible negligence or want 
of skill will make a barrister, like a doctor, the more care- 





ful in duly qualifying himself for his profession, and, 
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having done so, will render him the more careful in 
putting his skill to the best advantage. 

For these reasons I think it very advisable that the law 
should be changed in these respects, A BARRISTER. 





Tae Companies’ Act, 1867. 


Sir,—A ‘‘ London Solicitor” calls attention to the fact, 
as an oversight, that the Companies Act, 1867, is to come 
into force on Sunday next ; but is not a much more serious 
oversight to be found in section 26, which provides that ‘‘a 
company shall], on the application of the transferor of any 
share or interest in the company, enter into its register of 
members the name of the transferee of such share or in- 
terest, in the same manner and subject to the same condi- 
tions as if the application for such entry were made by the 
transferee?” The margin reads—‘‘ Transfer may be regis- 

” &c.; but the section itself says ‘‘ shall,” and under 
this ‘‘shall”’ will it not be compulsory upon companies, on 
the application of transferors, to register transferees, even 
though they may be paupers ? and if so, what will creditors 
say to this? E. H. 





Tue Potrck MAGISTRATE AND THE REMISSION OF Im- 
PRISONMENT. 

Sir,—I read with very on pleasure your strictures on 
the police magistrate at Bow-street, who, the other day, 
ae inflicted a sentence of imprisonment for a 
most brutal assault, afterwards, on the application of Mr. 
Lewis, of Ely-place, attorney (who had been preceded by 
another in the office of mediator or intercessor), actually re- 
mitted the imprisonment, and inflicted in lieu of it a fine of 
£5. We often hear a good deal about irregularities con- 
nected with police court administration of justice ; but so 
long as they do not substantially affect the due course of 
law we may be disposed to refrain from terms of strong con- 
demnation. When, however, a police’ magistrate forgets 
what is due to his office and to the dignity of the law, and 
ge himse]f to be swayed by attorneys or others from 

is deliberately formed and ly pronounced judgments, 
it is high time that every member of the public who feels 
an interest in maintaining the dignity of our legal tribunals 
should raise his voice in condemnation of such a want of 
firmness and respect for the position which he holds. I 
trust it may yet appear that there was some error or omis- 
sion in the report alluded to. If so, it would give me, and, 
I have no doubt, many who feel like me on the subject, 
much pleasure to find it corrected or supplied. If this 
should not be done, I cannot help thinkiug that the act 
was one deserving of the notice of a higher authority. 

PusLicvus, 





APPOINTMENTS. 


The Right Honourable Sir Ropert JosepH PHILLIMORE, 
Knt., has been appointed Judge of the High Court of Ad- 
miraity. 

Travers Twiss, Esq., D.C.L., to be her Majesty’s Advo- 
a en 

CLARKE ASPINALL, Esq. (Aspinall & Bird), to be Coroner 
for the borough of Liverpool, j 

The Right Hon. H. E. Cuatrenrron, Q.C., LL.D., to be 
Vice-Chancellor of Ireland. 

Rozert R. Wagren, Q.C., M.P., to be Attorney-General 
for Ireland. 

Micnazt Harrison, Q.C., to be Solicitor-General for 
Ireland. 

Joun F. Townsenp, Q.C., LL.D., to be Judge of the 
Court of Admiralty, Ireland. 

Avevstin H. Barton to be Registrar of the Court of 
Admiralty, Ireland. 

J. Faviers Evrincron, LL.D., to be Crown Prosecutor 
at . 

Tuomas P. Law to be Counsel to the Right hon. the 
Attorney-General, Ireland. 

Mr. Tuomas F. R. Hammoxn, of West Burton and Ley- 
burn, has been appointed a tual commissioner for 
taking the acknowledgments of deeds executed by married 
a for the North and West Ridings of the county ot 

or 








Mr. Epmunp Luoyp, of Aberayron, has been appointed 
a perpetual commissioner for taking the acknowledgments 
deeds executed by married women for the county of Cap. 
igan. 
Mr. JosrrH Rogers, of Tonbridge, has been appointed g 
per tual commissioner for taking the acknowledgments of 
= — by married women for the counties of Sussex 
and Kent. 


Mr. Witu1am Wyzson, of Appleby and Kirkby Stephen, 
has been appointed a perpetual commissioner for taking the 
acknowledgments of deeds by married women in the county 
of Westmorland. 


Mr. Henry Coins, of Whitehaven, to be one of the per- 
petual commissioners for taking the acknowledgmenty 
of deeds executed by married women in and for the county 
of Cumberland. 


Mr. Cuartes McC. Swarsreck, of Thirsk, has been ap. 

inted a perpetual commissioner for taking the acknow. 
mop] of deeds executed by married women in the North 
Riding of the county of York. 

Mr. Epwin C. Everitt, of Attleburgh, has been ap. 

inted a perpetual commissioner for taking the acknow. 
lodgiaaits of deeds by married women for the county of 
Norfolk. 





Mr. Freevanp Finuirer, of Wareham, has been ap- 
pointed a perpetual commissioner for taking acknowledg. 
ments under the Fines and Recoveries Abolition Act, in lieu 
of his brother, Mr. Clavell Filliter, who has resigned that 
office in consequence of his retirement from practice. 





IRELAND. 


Krinestown Pottce OFFICE. 

A curious case, involving the privileges of barristers as 
well as professional etiquette, was argued before the presiding 
magistrate, Mr. Allen, on Wednesday. Mr. John Reilly, 
a barrister, undertook to defend a prisoner without having 
received instructions through an attorney. Mr. Payne, 
solicitor, objected, stating that no barrister under such cir- 
cumstances could address the Court. The arguments ad- 
vanced yesterday by Mr. Michael Barry, Barrister-at-Law, 


‘in “eee of Mr. Paine and of the Bar, and by Mr. Reilly, 


who pleaded his own case, were of a technical nature. Mr. 
Reilly supported his right to appear for a criminal defendant 
and in cases of felony, but not for a plaintiff or in a civil 
case, without anattorney. Mr. Allea allowed Mr. Reilly to 
ES The question is one of considerable importance to the 
egal profession, and will we understand, be brought imme- 
diately under the notice of the benchers by the Law Society. 





COLONIAL TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 


QUEEN’S BENCH, UPPER CANADA. 
FALSE PRETENCES. 
Regina v. Gemmell. 
On an indictment for obtaining money by false pretences, it 

peared that G., the prisoner, and another, were in a boaton t 
bay, and the prosecutor, M., agreed with them to take him to 
meet the steamer, G. saying the charge would be 75 cents atthe 
steamer. The prosecutor, according to his own account, took 
out a 2 dol. bill, saying he would get it changed. Pri- 
soner said *‘ I'll change it ;” upon which the prosecutor hand- 
ed it to him, and he shoved off with it. Other witnesses repre- 
sented the prisoner's statement to be that hehad change, The 
prosecutor did not say what induced him to part with the 


money. 
Held, that a conviction could not be sustained. 
Case reserved from the Recorder’s Court, Toronto. 
Indictment for obtaining money by false pretences, 
The prisoner and one Conlin were in a boat on the bay. 
The prosecutor, Menzies and two companions were on 
island, and agreed with those in the boat to take them to 
meet the steamer, Conlin, one of the two, said the charge 
would be 75 cents. At the steamer the prosecutor took out 
some silver, and handed to Conlin thirty-five or forty cents, 
being all the silver he had and took out a 2 dol. bill, sayi 
he (prosecutor) would get it changed. Prisoner said, ‘I 


’ 
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change it.” Prosecutor handed him the bill. He put it 
into his pocket and pushed off. Prosecutor asked him to 
return it. He said ‘‘No, we have earned it.” He kept it, 
Another witness swore that he heard Conlin say the charge 
was 75 cents, and prosecutor handed a 2 dols. bil! to Conlin 
to change. Conlin handed it back, saying he could not 
it. Prisoner said he would changeit, and prosecutor 
handed it to him. Prisoner took it, saying it was well 
earned. Prosecutor asked him for the ch . Prisoner 
told him his right name and where he lived, cone hey shoved 
off. The witness further said that the prisoner said he could 
the bill, before it was given to him. 
Conlin was called by the Crown. His evidence was the 
same in substance :— That after he had handed the bill to 
rosecutor the latter said to prisoner, ‘‘ Have you change?” 


isoner said ‘‘I think I have ;” and prosecutor then gave’ 


him the bill. Prisoner put it in his pocket, pulled out some 
silver, and said, ‘*1 have not enoug change ;’ and with 
that the boat + yay be danger of the steamer’s paddles, Con- 
lin shoved off. Prosecutor called them scoundrels, and 
prisoner called out his true name and residence, and told 
prosecutor if there was any change to come tohim. Conlin 
said he considered the 75 cents was for himself ; that the 
prisoner had some change, but not enough ; prisoner told 
prosecutor it was little enough for their trouble. 

Another witness said the prisoner said he could change 
the bill, and the prosecutor did not ask him. Another said 
that the prosecutor did ask him “Could he change it ?” 
Prisoner said he thought he could, and peosecutor then gave 
him the bill. Prisoner put his hand into his pocket, and 
then said, ‘‘I can’t change it.” Conlin cried out, ** Look 
out!” and the boat pushed off, 

The learned Recorder PX amg the law as to larceny, and 
as to a conviction for false pretences, and asked the jury 
whether the prisoner represented to the prosecutor that he 
then had the change to give him for the bill, and if on that 
representation he obtained it for the alleged purpose of 
changing it; whether at the time he obtained it he really 
had the change mentioned, or was his representation in that 
respect false, and used as a pretence to get the bill ;— if so, 
he would be guilty. That if he did not make such repre- 
sentation, or, if having so made it he did not obtain the bill 
from the prosecutor thereupon, or having obtained the bill 
on such representation, and having in fact the change is 
wrongfully withheld the change and retained the bill—in 
either of these instances the prisoner would not be guilty. 

The jury convicted the prisoner, and the case was reserved 
for the opinion of this Court, 

Doyle, for the prisoner, cited Rex v. Goodall, Russ. & Ry 
461 ; Rexv. Douglas, 1 Moo. C. C. 462. 

Robert A. Harrison, contra, cited Ree v. Crossley, 2 Moo. 
& Rob. 18; Regina v. Giles, 13 W. R. 327 ; Rex v. Jackson, 
3 yw ag Regina v. Woolley, 1 Den. C. C. 55 ; Regina 

Hughes,1 ¥. & F. 355; Regina v. Naylor, 14 W. R. 58. 

Hagearry, J., delivered the judgment of the Court. 

We think the learned Recorder correctly stated the law 


to the ny. 

Sir William Erle said, in Regina v. Giles, ‘*I take the law 
to be that there must be a false pretence of a present or a 
past fact, and a promissory’ pretence to do some act is not 
within the statute.” And again he says, ‘‘ Was the prose- 
cutor induced by means of that false pretence, and on the 
faith of its being true, to part with the money?” 

The ‘existing fact” pretended by the prisoner here is, 
that he had sufficient money to change the 2 dols. bill. There 
is evidence that the prisoner said he could change it, and 
that thereupon the prosecutor gave him the bill. And there 
is also evidence (Conlin’s) that he had not the means of 


it. 

It TG tigaiee that the prosecutor himself was apparent] 
not asked, nor does he say what induced him to give the bi 
to the prisoner. He swore the latter said, ‘‘I’ll change it, ” 

not ‘‘ I can change it,”) and he then handed it to him. The 
t evidence of the allegation that the prisoner averred he 
the means of changing the bill, came from another wit- 
ness, 
The jury took the view of the evidence most unfavourable 
to the prisoner, . 

The case is open to the difficulty as to what induced the 
Prosecutor to part with his money. If it was on a mere 
promise to get change, or to change it, the case would fail. 

The testimony of the witnesses leaves the operating induce 
ment in the prosecutor’s mind a matter of speculation, No 
one but himself could tell as a matter of fact what did so 





act as an inducement, and he gives no account of it what- 
ever. 

In the very peculiar caseof Regina v. Giles, where the charge 
was that defendant obtained money and clothes, pretending 
to the possession of supernatural power to bring back a 
truant husband to an ignorant wife, accompanied by @ pro- 
mise soto bring him back, the prosecutrix swore after nar- 
rating the conversation and the prisoner's assertion, ‘‘ I 
_ with the money and the dress on the faith of what 

passed between us on that first occasion.” 

As Cockburn, C.J., remarks it Regina v. Mills, 5 W.R. 528, 
‘The question is whether the false representation is the 
motive operating on the mind of the prosecutor, and induc- 
ing him to part with the money.” In that case, when the 
ergy parted with the money he was aware of the false- 

ood of the representation, and was laying a trap for the 
defendant, and an acquittal was directed. 

If the prosecutor here had died before trial, and the restof 
the evidence only had been given, there would be a difficulty 
as to the ‘‘ motive operating ” on his mind— whether it was 
the representation that the prisoner had the means to change, 
or whether it was merely his promise tochange. The prose- 
cutor’s own statement is that the prisoner said, “I'll change 
it. ” 


Soin Mill’s case, Fer mentioned, if the prosecutor had 
died before trial, and others present, who were not aware of 
what the prosecutor knew, but who proved the pretence, its 
falsehood, &c., and the payment of the money, a conviction 
soteeed on their testimony would be clearly erroneous in 
act, 

Pin Regina v. Hewgill, 2 W. R. 278, the prosecutor 
swore it was partly on the all existing fact and partly 
from a receipt produced, and other things, that he parted 
with the money, and the jury found that the inducement was 


proved and acted on by the prosecutor ; and this wasupheld 
on a case reserved. 
In the case before us we think the conviction for obtain- 
ing poner on false pretences cannot be upheld, and must be 
uas 


Conviction quashed. 





OBITUARY. 


Mr. D. M. LOGIE. 

The death of Donald Malcolm Logie, Esq., Judge of her 
Britannic Majesty's Supreme Conoaier Court, and Consul- 
General at Constantinople, took place on the 20th of August, 
at Weybridge, Surrey. Mr. Logie was called to the bar at 
the Middle Temple in May, 1846, and formerly practised as 
an — draughtsman and conveyancer. He was appointed 
Law Secretary to the ty ee Cousular Court of the Levant, 
at Constantinople, in September, 1857, and became Vice- 
Consul, Chancelier, and Registrar at Smyrnain March, 1861. 
On Sir Edmund Hornby’s retirement, at the end of 1864, 
Mr. Logie succeeded him as Judge of the Supreme Consular 
Court and Consul-General at Constantinople. 


Mr. EDWARD CHAPPLE. 

This gentleman, a solicitor of the High Court of Bombay, 
died at that city on the 13th of July last.. Mr. Chapple was 
formerly an officer in the 95th Foot, having received his 
commission as ensign in that corps in Au 1855, and 
was promoted to lieutenant in May, 1859. During his 
career in India he served with his regiment in the campaign 
in Rajpootana in 1858, and was present at the seige cap- 
ture of Anah and Kotah, the battle of Kotah—Re-Serai, and 
the general action resulting in the capture of Gwalior. 
At the siege of Anah he acted as staff-officer of the Rajpoo- 
tana field force. A few years ago he relinquished the mili- 
tary profession, and was sworn in as a solicitor in the High 
Court of Bombay, having, before joining the army, obtained 
his certificate as an attorney. e was'a captain in the 
Bombay Volunteer Rifles at the time of his death. 





THE Pee J vane Laseres AT Laveuse L.—The oe 
judges’ ings at New ouse, in Newsham ust 
pod the town, have been occupied for the first time by Chast. 
Justice Bovill and Mr, Justice Smith, and it is said that their 
lordships and all who have visited them are more than satisfied 
with the liberality and good taste with which the establishment 
has been fitted up and furnished by the corporation. 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES. 
ENGLISH FUNDS AND RAILWAY STOCK. 


Last Quotation, Aug. 29, (867. 
(From the Oficial List of the actual business transacted.] 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 


3 per Cent. Consols, 944 

Ditto for Account, Sep. 10, 94 
8 per Cent. Reduced, 91§ 

New 3 per Cent., 94 

Do. 34 per Cent., Jan, 794 

Do. 2§ per Cent., Jan. ’94 

Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 
Annuities, Jan. ’80 — 


Annuities, April, 85 

Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 

Ex Bills, £1000, 4 per Ct.— pm 

Ditto, £500, Do pm 

Ditto, £100 & £200, — pm 

Bank of —, Stock, 5§ per 
Ct. (last year) 263 

Ditto for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 


India Stk., 10} p Ct.Apr.’74, 222 
Ditto for Account 

Ditto 5per Cent., July, ’80 113 
Ditto for Account, — 

Ditto 4 per Ce at., Oct. 88, 994 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — 

Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. 87§ 





Ind, Enf. Pr., 5p C., Jan.’72, 10: 
Ditto, 5 per Cent., May,’79, 108 
Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 


spetl, "64 — 

Do. Do., 5 per Cent., Aug. ’73 
Do. Bonds, 5 por Ct., £1000, pm 
Ditto, ditto, under £1000, pm. 


_ —Sold for £290. 


RAILWAY STOCK. 
Railways. | Paid. Closing Prices. 
| 








Bristol and Exeter ses cseannnnenesssaneasensenees| 83 
Caledoni 1 109 
Glasgow and South-Western wv.secercere lil 
Great Eastern Ordinary Stock 304 

Do., Bast Anglian Stock, No. 2 6 
Great Northern 

Do., A Stock* 
Great Southern and Western of Ireland 
Great Western— Original .... 

Do., West Midland—Oxford, 

Do., do.—Newport ....00..0000+ ned 
Lancashire and Yorkshire ...........cs00 
London, Brighton, and South Coast......| 
London, Chatham, and Dover..........c000 
London and North-Western....... oh 
London and South-Western  ....:....cc000 
Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln......... 
Metr Pp lit 
Midland 

Do., Birmingham and Derby ........04 
North British 
North London 

Do., 1866 
North Staffordshire 
South Devon 
South-Eastern 
Taff Vale. 

Do., C 





















































* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. bas been paid to B. 





Money MARKET AND City INTELLIGENCE. 
Thursday Night. 

There has been little business doing in the funds throughout the 
week, and no great or sudden changeof prices has taken place ; but 
the market has been slightly firmer than during the previous 
week. On Tuesday there was a slight rise in consequence of the 
French Emperor’s speech at Lisle, which was construed favour- 
ably ; but this was scarcely sustained. 

o-day there has been a fall of nearly } per cent. 

The condition of the foreign markets tells very unfavourably 
upon us. 

Railway stocks have fluctuated throughout the week, accord- 
ing to the operations of speculators. To-day they are depressed. 

e amount of gold sent into the Bank has been unusually 

large, and there is a very large amount on its way from Mel- 
bourne, besides other places. 

There has been somewhat more demand for discount to-day, 
owing to settling-day in the Stock Exchange; but the glut of 
money still continues. 








APPOINTMENT OF CoRONER AT LIVERPOOL.— Yesterday the 
Liverpool Town Council unanimously agreed to appoint Mr. 
Clarke Aspinall, a local solicitor, to the office of coroner for the 
borough of Liv: l, which was vacant in consequence of the 
death of Mr. P. F. Curry. There were six other candidates, two 
of whom, Mr. Wybergh and Mr. Wier Anderson, retired in Mr. 
Aspinall’s favour, and made no application. to the council; 
the other four were Dr. Gee, and Messrs. W. W. Driffield, Ogden, 
Bolton, and Joseph Devey. The council purpose to give the 
new coroner a of £800 per annum, with allowance for 
clerks, &c., and —- to — his own professional business ; 
it being understood, should the council deem it expedient after- 
wards, that the whole time of the coroner should be absorbed b 
the duties of his office, the salary should be increased babe 
ingly. Mr. Aspinall is a man of 7 and talent, and was 
until recently a valuable member of the local town council, and 
is the secretary to the Mercantile Marine Service Association of 
nee he His brother, Mr. J. B, Aspinall, is the recorder of 
t 





—$—___ 


ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE MART. 
Aug. 20. —By Messrs. Gapspen, Ettts, & Scorer. 
Leasehold residence, No. 70, Gower-street, Bedford-square; term, is 
years unexpired, at £15 15s. per annum—Sold for £590, 
Leasehold stabling and coach- house, No. 39, Chenies-mews, Gower-street, 
let at £22 per annum; term, 14} years unexpired at £4 10s. per annum 


Aug. 22.—By Messrs. Driver & Co. 

Freehold and Leasehold property, known as the Richmond-hill Hotel, 
Richmond, Surrey, comprising a noble building with lawn and shrub. 
beries, containing about two acres—Sold for £6,300, subject toa mort. 
gage of £3,000 and interest. ; 

Copyhold, 2a 3r 20p of market garden ground, situate in Sandy Combe. 
lane, Twickenham, let at £17 10s. per annum—Sold for £1,060 

Copyhold, 0a Ir 20p of garden ground, situate on the road from Twicken- 
ham to Isleworth, let at £2 11s. 6d. per annum—Sold for £200, 

Aug. 27.—By Messrs. Desennam, TEwson, & FARMER 
Freehold residence, No. 4, Fairlawn, Merton, Surrey—Sold for £530, 
Leasehold residence, No. 15, Montpelier-row, Blackheath, annual value 

£150; term, 94 years unexpired, at £10 per annum—Sold for £600, 

Leasehold business premises, No. 12, Bedford-street, Covent-garden, let 
at £130 per annum ; term, 264 years from 1858, at £50 per annum— 
Sold for £630. —_—— 

AT THE GUILDHALL COFFEE HOUSE. 
Aug. 27,—By Messrs. Broap, PritcHarp, & WILTSHIRE. 

Leasehold stable, No. 6, Bristol-mews, Paddington, let at £30 per annum; 
term, 95 years from 1855, at a peppercorn—Sold for £310. 

Leasehold house, No. 3, Palmerston-terrace, Cambridge-street, Gros- 
venor-park, Walworth, let at £26 per annum; term, 964 years frou 
1854, at £3 per annum—Sold for £190. 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


MARRIAGES. 

CROZIER—WHITTON—On Aug. 27, at the Cathedral, Bangor, North 
Wales, William Crozier, Esq., LL.D., Barrister-at-Law, Dublin, to 
Susanna Sophia, daughter of the late Charles Whitton, Esq., of Mount. 
joy-square. 

GRAHAM—ORFORD—On Aug. 24, at St. Mathew’s, Ipswich, Suffolk, 
William Graham, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of the Inner Temple, to 
Sarah Ann, daughter of John Orford, Esq., of Brookes-hall, Ipswich: 

HAINES—RICE—On Aug. 21, at Holy Trinity Church, Kilburn, Edward 
Walter Haines, Esq., Solicitor, son of Edward Walter Haines, Esq., 
Solicitor, of Kilburn, and 16, Great Marlborough-street, to Catherine, 
only child of the late 8. F. Rice, Esq., of Priory-road, Kilburn. 

NEILSON—CUMMING—On Aug. 1, at Mayfield-terrace, Edinburgh, 
John Neilson, Esq., Writer to the Signet, Edinburgh, to Lizzie Maxton, 
daughter of the late John Barr Cumming, Esq., of Lloyd s, Greenock. 

PHILBRICK—JONES— On Aug. 28, at Ipswich, Horace Philbrick, Esq., 
Solicitor, of 51, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, son of Fred. B. Vhilbrick, Esq., 
Solicitor, Colchester, to Charlotte Anne, daughter of the Rev. Eliezer 
Jones, of speyieh 

SMYTH—STIFF—On Aug. 20, at Holy Trinity Church, Barnstaple, 
Charles Stewart Smyth, Esq., Solicitor, London, to Charlotte Elizabeth 
Carleton, daughter of the late Z. Carleton Stiff, Esq., of Barnstaple. 

TWELLS—HUGHES—On Aug, 20, at the Wesl:y Chapel, Lincoln, Lydia, 
‘daughter of C. L. Hughes, Esq , Solicitor, Lincoln, to the Rey. John 
Jennings Twells, of Kentish-town, London. 

WEATHERALL—EMMEL—On Aug. 24,at St. Peter’s, Bayswater, Fred- 
erick Weatherall, Esq., of Highbury New-park and the Temple, to 
Helen Auguste, daughter of the late Herrn P. P. Emmel, of Rheim- 
billers, Rhenish Prussia. 

YOUNG—YOUNG —On Aug, 28, at St. Saviour’s, Paddington, the Rev. 
F, W. Young, M.A., of Etonhurst, Great Malvern, to Jane Catherine, 
daughter of Robt. Young, Esq., Solicitor, Delamere-terrace, Hyde-park . 


DEATHS. 

BULLAR—On Aug. 23, at Basset-wood, near Southampton, John Bullar, 
Esq., Barrister-at-Law, one of the Benchers of the Hon. Society of 
Gray’s-inn, aged 60. 

MACKAY- On Aug. 6, at Northfield, Minnesota, U.S.A., Sheridan K. 
Mackay, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, son of T. M. Mackay, > 

PASHLEY—On Aug. 26, Henry Pashley, Solicitor, Esq., of Harnes- 
grove, near Worksop. and of Sheffield. 

SHORTER—On Aug. 24, at Hastings, Mary Theodora, wife of John P. 
Shorter, Esq., Solicitor, aged 25. 

SMYTH-KING—On Aug. 23, at his residence, Wellington-reead, Dublin, 
James Smyth- King, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 


LONDON GAZETTES. 


Friendly Societies Bissolbed. 
Tuespay, Aug. 27, 1867, 
New Mount Edgcumbe Friendly Society, Cooper’s Arms Tavern, Mill- 
brook, Cornwall. Aug 2. 
Creditors under Estates tn Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. " 
Tuespar, Aug. 27, 1867. 
Th tebe Thorne, York, Gent. Oct 1. Richardson v Thorpe, 
Penn, Granville John, Isle of Portland, Dorset, Esq. Oct 19. Han- 
rott » Forbes, V.C. Stuart. 


‘ood, Richd, Rhayader, Radnor, Gent. Oct 19, Jones v Piocklay, 
V.C. Stuart. 
Creditors under 22 & 23 Wet. car. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Faipay, Aug. 23, 1867. 

Band, Jas, Gloucester, Innkeeper, Oot 10, Lovegrove, Gloucester. 
Brown, John, Camden-st, Camden-town, Railway Messenger. Oct 

31. Chilton & Co, Chancery-lane. 
Carter, Eliz, Howden, York, Spinster. Sept 23. England&Son. 
Chorley, Jane, Monton-green, Lancaster, Spinster. Nov 15, Datbi- 

shire & Ashworth, Manch. 
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h, Doncaster, on Tanner. Nov 23. Fisher. 
—, Hana, Maida-bill, Regent’s-pk, Widow. Sept 15. Bell, 


rage 0, Acre-lane, Brixton, Gent, Sept 20. Lowless & Co, Grace- 
nay iy, Ainioeepeiage, Nunhead, Peckham-rye, Gent. Dec 1. 
Fish-st-hii 
Jeena sited. Onford-st, Victualler. Sept 30. Martineau & Reid 
Raymond-buildings Gray’s-inn 
Melookar. Rutsick, Waterloo, Lancaster, M.D. Sept 25. Teebay & 
ch 
Fi ond, y ome Tunbridge Wells, Kent, Widow. Oct8. Currie & 
illiams, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
Tessier, Louis, St Leonard’s-on-Sea, Sussex, Gent. Sept 14. Wright 


& Bonner, London-st, Fenchurch-st. 
Wright, Betsey, Moscow-rd, Bayswater. Nov 20. Gray & Berry, 
re-rd. 


Tuespay, Aug. 27, 1867. 
insley, John, Leeds, Fishmonger. Nov 30. Horner, Manch. 
ieee, Pea. Coton-hill, Stafford, Widow. Oct 8. Phillips, Shifnal. 
Bullmore, Hy Orlando, Budock, Cornwall, Solicitor. Sept 21. 


Caagiprt Richd, Skellingthorpe, Lincoln, Esq. Oct 1. Moore, Lin- 


Fenwick, John, apr a -Tyne, Attorney-at-Law. Oct 1. 


Falconar, Newcaste-upon- 
i Eliz, Croydon, Surrey, Widow. Oct 1. Taylor, Southest, 


Pieming, o beoek, Lpool, Brewer’s Manager. Sept 25. Teebay & Lynch, 


Lpool. 
Genet, Wan, Withern, Lincoln, Esq. Oct 11. Bell, Louth, 
Grimshaw, Mary, Leeds. Oct 15. Payne & Co, Leeds. 
Hals' Isaac, Horton, York, Gent. Oct1. Humble, Bradford. 
Hotham, Jas Edw d, Leeds, Warehouseman. Oct 1. Payne & Co, 


Hutchinson, Thos Jas, March, Cambridge. Nov 30. Woodward, 
March. 

Lyon, Hy, Hong Kong, China, Physician. Oct 31. Dyte, King’s Bench- 
wi ‘em: 

Merac, Biz, Bristol, Widow. Oct 1. Jacques, Bristol. 

Poslgy That, Croydon, Surrey. Sept 30. Beddome, Nicholas-lane, 


Wilson, Thos, Gloucester-sq, Hyde-pk, Esq. Oct 1. Cunliffe & 


Beaumont, Chancery-lane. 


Deeds registered pursuant to Bankruptcy Act, 1861. 
Fripay, Aug. 23, 1867, 
dant, Hy, Maida-hill West, Solicitor’s Clerk. Aug 15. Asst. Reg 


Aug 2 

Aiwa Is “Jas Wm, George-st, Woolwich, Grocer. Aug 16. Comp. 

Au 
Balshaw, yo & Edwd Balshaw, Manch,Comm Agents. Aug 17, 
Comp. Reg Aug 21. 

Buroughe, Steph Ba Barnabas, Union-st, Southwark, Baker. Aug 1. 
mp. Reg Au 

Baxter, Wm, Menon, Screw Bolt Manufacturer. Aug 17. Comp. 


Reg Aug 22. 
Cheetham, Edwd, Manch, Waste Dealer. Aug !7. Comp. Reg 
Aug 16, Asst. Reg 


Aug 21. 
Clark, b gs Scarborough, York, Chemist. 
oshen m, Nathaniel, Prescott-st, Goodman’s-fields, Clothier. Aug 2). 
comshew, Chas, 8 Sheffield, Provision Dealer. July 23. Asst. Reg 


croush,( Geo, Bristol, Baker. Augs8. Asst. Reg Aug 20, 

Dawes, Richd, Belgrave- oe Abbey-rd, St John’s-wood, Surgeon. Aug 
15. Comp. Reg Aug 

I a pH Ry ‘tile-end- rd, Hay Dealer, Aug 12. Comp 


Reg Aug 2 
— ha Wolverhampton, Stafford, Ironfounder. Aug 13. Asst. 
g Au 
Faunttorpo,¥ Wm, Gt Grimsby, Lincoln, Smack Owner. Aug 8. Comp. 
g Au 
Faweett, fay "Hayton, Lloyd’s Coffee-house, Underwriter. July 26. 
Inspectorship. Reg Aug 20. 
"hr ine Jas, _ 8 Norton, Worcester, Brick Maker. Aug 5. Comp. 
ig A 
eye John. Birm, Carriage Lamp Manufacturer. Aug 21. Comp. 
Halstend, Da Sarid, & Thos Banks, Manch, Dyers. Aug 21. Comp. 
g Aug 
Harris, fev *redle Walpole, Liandifane, Brecon, Clerk. July 24. 
Asst. Keg Aug 21. 
Harvey, My Repaerts Isle of Wight, Butcher. Aug 16. Asst. Reg 
Aug 2 


hn ty John Wm, Leeds, Plamber. Aug l4. Conv, Reg Aug 21. 
— aan Clifton, Bristol, Foreman. Aug 22. Comp. Reg 


ug 2 
Jackson, Hy Hy Pilkington, Low Harrowgate, York, Printer. Aug 10. 


Asst. ug 
Keane, Raw » Bath, Somerset, Chemist. July 26. Asst. Reg Aug 22, 
Aug 22. 


Lambert, Thos, Cuthbert-st, Hall-pk, Edgware-rd, Grocer. 
Comp. Reg ‘Aug 23. 
Louis, Morrioe Hy, Spepentnd, Dalston, out of business. Aug 14. 
Comp. Reg Aug 23. 
ee Wm, Horncastle, Lincoln, Boot Maker. July 27. Asst. 
Mai ‘din John, Sheffield, Silver Plater. July 24. Asst. Reg 
malt wm, Oldham, Lancaster, Publican. Aug 2. Asst. Reg 
Molyneus, Geo, Ormskirk, Lancaster, Grocer. July27. Asst. Reg 


ug 2 
Osborne, Chas, Albert-villas, Croydon-grove, Croydon, Accountant,: 


Aug 12. Comp. Reg Aug 2 
Page, Saml, Northampton, ‘Tailor. July 29. Comp, Reg Aug 23. 





Phslos, real, St John-st-rd, Clerkenwell, Optician, Aug3, Asst. 


Aug 20. 
Potter, Jas, Runcorn, Chester. Aug5. Asst. Reg A 
Prior, Fredk Chas, ‘Westminster-bidge-r Lambeth Tobacconist. 


17. Cree. 
nie * yy Daag Rodbrce Sut Suffolk, Grocer. July 25. Asst. Reg 
smith Thos, Tunstall, Stafford, Grocer. July 31. Comp. Reg 


ug 
Suffield, John, Birm; Draper. Aug9. Comp. Beg coy br 
mo: Wm, Montague- pl, Poplar, Shipwright. Aug Conv. Reg 


Thee Wn Hy, Upper Russell-st, Bermondsey, Drysalter. July 24. 
Comp. Reg Aug 20. 
wey Fredk, Cinderford, Gloucester, Grocer. Aug 9. Asst. Reg 


Wola, Goo, Three Colt-st, Limehouse, Fishmonger. Aug 2}. Comp. 


Reg Aug 23. 
Wastoot, J Joseph, Abbey-st, Bermondsey, Baker. Aug 9. Comp. 


ug 22 
Whiteley, Richd Hy, Elland, York, Woollen Manufacturer. July 29. 


Asst. Reg Aug 23. 
ToueEspay, Aug. 27, i, 
Baghurst, Geo, Manch, Shoemaker. Ai 
Bannerman, Jas, Wm Courtney Watts, 
Crane, Wm Brown, Dickson Augustus Given, & Revi Watts, 
l, Merchants. Aug 22. Inspectorship. Reg Ai pay 
r, Hy, Sheffield, Butcher, Augl. Comp. Reg Au 
—. rg Domett, York-rd, Timber Merchant. ioe it. Comp. 


g Aug 
Beardsell, Jas, Alfd Beardsell,& Wm Hy Beardsell, Holme, nr Hud- 
dersfield, York, Manufacturers. Aug2. Asst. Reg Aug 27. 
Powne, Wm, & Thos Blight, Penzance, Cornwall, Drapers. July 24. 
Asst. Reg Aug 21. 
Brameld, Wm Geo, & Jas Steel, Kenda Ginger Beer 
Aug 2 


Manufacturers. July 27. Asst. 
Feo Saal Mining Engineer. 


Bond, Geo Hickman, Aue a? Ferry, 
July 30. Asst. Reg A 

a be oe & Geo neve, ” pradiord, Worstead Spinners. July 30, 

Bt. 


Campbell, A Thoe. Eooris, Hatter. Aug 16. Comp. Reg Aug 26. 
Chester, Robt, ‘Bath, Somerset, Lieut.-Col. Aug 12. Comp. 
Coffey, John Ambrose, South Grove-East, Mildmay-pk, Engineer. 
Aug 2l. Comp. Reg Aug 26. 
Cowle: Pleven, been l, Ironmonger. Aug10. Comp. Reg Aug 23. 
vs v —_ Birm, Patent Coffin Manufacturer. linge 10, Asst. 
Au 
crighion, Edin, Manch, Warehouseman. Aug 12. Asst. Reg 
Dele — yor i Hanway-st, Oxford-st, Stationer. Aug 3, 
Comp. Q 
ee sehr > Seo ENG -st, Engineer. July 29. Comp. Reg 
24, 
Dan! Saml, Winchester-house, Old Broad-st, Silk Merchant. July 29. 
Asst. Reg Aug 26. 
Eastham, Thos, Lytham, Lancaster, Innkeeper. Aug 3. Asst. Reg 
Aug 27. 
Ellis, Sedwa Geo, Henrietta-st, Manchester-sq, Carpenter, Aug 2. 
Comp. Reg Aug 27. 
Fox, John, Manchester-mews North, Livery Stable Keeper. July 27 . 
Comp. Reg Aug 2 
een L - Ann 0., " bethipont, Lancaster, Milliner. Aug8. Asst. 
a Beg Apa wi. 
Scien Sate a Comp. 
ten 23. Comp. 


hee -% Min, , Slough Berks, Clothier. 
Gritlaley Stises Slough, Backin: 
Reg ang 36. 


Groom, Josiah, Shrewsbury, Salop, Photographer. 


Henderson, sow) 1 Winchester-st, Nautical Engineer. July 25. 


Comp. Reg Aug 
Hogg, eo, Newoastle. ‘apon-Tyne, Cartwright. Augl. Comp. Reg 
ug 2 
ail Jus, Gateshead, , Durham, Commercial Traveller. Aug 20. Asst. 
eg Aug 
Hughes, Elijah, Burslem, Stafford, Earthenware Manufacturer. July 
30. Asst. Reg Aug 26. 
Hyder, bo & tage Hyder, Crouch, Kent, Builders, Aug !. 
Asst. Aug 
Ivey, 1a, my Kington, Southampton, Beer Retailer. Aug 15, Asst. 
2; ug 
Jones, Ra Beer "Lewis, & Walter hay) an on Stafford, 
Engineers. Aug 1}. Comp. Reg Aug 23. 
Jordan, John Israel, Chrisp-st, Poplar, ‘Baker. Aug 23. Comp. Reg 
aug 27. 
Lent, Wm, Argyle-st, Regent-st, Foreign Warehouseman. Aug 
6. Comp. Reg Aug 26. 
Marshall, Thos, Merebant-st, Bow, Draper. sha 31. Asst. Reg 


23. 
Massey, Robt, Birm, Auctioneer. Aug 23. Comp. ug 26. 
Moody, Thos Huggans, Freshwater, Isle of Wig onan? Aug 17. 


Asst. Reg A 
—, Wn, ‘eaith, York, Linendraper. Aug 5. Asst. Reg 
ng 23. 
Ochiltree, Edwd, Sunderland, Durham, Grocer. Aug 19. Comp. Reg 
Aug 26. 
onion, Saml, Wednesbury, Stafford, Grocer. Aug 1. Comp. Reg 
Pits Barnet Lawrence, New London-st, Merchant. Aug 21. Comp. 
Porkiaa, . fan Wm, ee ery Herne-hill, Professor of Chemistry. 
Aug 6. ——e ray ho 
; iene wi Manufactarer, Aug 6, Comp. Reg 


pa Richd Ball 
Poot cha, King’s-arms-yd, Bill Broker. Aug 2!. Comp. Reg 
ug 27, 
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en, a Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Shoemaker. Aug [5. Asst. 


Reg A 
Sabel, B , Moorgate-st, Merchant, July 29. Inspectorship. 
rs, Walter a Bull, Ryde, Isle of Wight, Butcher. July 31. 
Comp. Reg Aug 
es: mye Wan Hy, Netreastle-apoo-Tyne, Licensed Victualler. Aug 
ASS! g Aug 27 
— Chas Hy. Bushy-pk-villas, Teddington, Clerk. July 26. 


Skinn, Wm, iy Oo ton York, Butcher. Aug 23. Comp. Reg Aug 27. 
Sql. Herbert, Coleman-st, Insurance Agent. Aug 20, Comp. 


muottas fob. Newport, Monmouth, Marble Mason. July 30. Asst. 
Toman Dent Mompert, Monmouth, Undertaker. Aug2. Comp. Reg 


machen, “> Teignmouth, Devon, Licensed Victualler. Aug 19. 
mp. 
Urwin, Edwd, Waly, York, Jet Ornament Manufacturer. July 380. 


"ConY. 
“Weatleigh, Devon, Coal Dealer. Aug19. Comp. Reg 


Wesley, Wm, Fleet-st, Bookseller. July 27. on sons 23. 5 
ere Manch, Carver, July 31. Caines; 
By Kingston-upon-Hull, Draper, am ist Comp. Reg 


BGankrupts. 
Farvar, Aug. 23, 1867, 
To Surrender in London. 
Allen, Richd, Stoke, Kent, Baker. Pet Aug 20. Murray. Sept5 at 
12, Acworth & Son, Rochester. 
Baker, John, Stonesfield, Oxford, rae. Pet Aug 20. Murray. 
Sept 5 at L. Edwards, Bush-lane, Cannon: 
Blen! , John, Prisoner for weg tna. Pet Aug 17 (for pau). 
Brougham. Sept 5 at 12. Pope, Stratford. 
es Or oon Noel, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Aug 17. Roche. 


Brown, Bichd, Clapham-pk-rd, Coach Builder. Pet Aug20. Murray. 
Sept 5 at 12. Scarth, Weibeck-st, Cavendish-sq. 
Caswell, Brafield, Prisoner for Debt, Northampton. Adj Aug 9. Pepys. 


Sept 3 at 11. 

Cheatham, Fras Geo, Hannibal-row, Mile-end, out of employment. 
Pet Aug 20. Pep Sept 3 at 12. * Hall, Coleman-st. 

be ye s Hy Geo, zi, om Debt, London. Adj Aug 17. Roche. 


copper, Sa ener, , Prisoner fer Debt, Maidstone, Adj Aug 15. Reche. 


Dew, Wm, Hitchin, Herts, Bootmaker. Pet Aug 20. Murray. t 
Sati. Marshall, Lincoin’s-inn-fields. y tas 
mae, John Fredk, Lower Lisson-st, Lisson-grove, Vocalist. Pet 

Aug 20. Murray. Sept 5 at 12. Wilding, Titchborne-st, Edg- 


ware-rd. 
ee Kent, Builder. Adj Aug 15. Roche. Sept 5 


nee, ‘Thee, ee Holloway, out of business. Pet Aug 20. 

Murray. Sept 5 at Heathfield, Lincoin’s-inn-fields. 
, Wm, Hadley, Hertford, Butcher. Pet Aug 16. Murray. Sept 

4 at 12. Earle, Bedford-row. 

oe a , Bemerton-st, Caledonian-rd, Baker. Pet Aug 18. 

Murray. Sept 4at1. Olive, Portemouth-st, Lincoln’s-inn-fie! 

Harman, Wn ve Prisoner for Debt, Maidstone, Adj Aug 15, Roche. 
Sept 5 at i 

Hart, Geo, Lotiananatin: Butcher. Pet Aug 2. Pepys. Sept 
3atll. Champion & Co, Whitechapel-rd. 

, Thos Jas, Church-st, ford, Chandler’s Shop-keeper. Pet 

Aug 19. Powell. Sept5atli. Hope, Ely-pl, Holborn. 

Hal. case Was. Petoenes Se » Maidstone. AdjAugl5. Pepys. 
pt 

Hicks, Robt, Little Albany-st, out of business. Pet Aug 19, Murray. 


Sat ll. Sonth-sq, Gray’s- 
Howick, John, Belgnton, 8 Sussex, a Saag Pet Aug 19. Murray. 
oa A 1, Harrison, Basinghall-st. titited*~ seh 


Jenkins, Geo Washington, To 1, Finchley, 
Aug 19. Thos nite Hi gion, aa 1. Dobie, Basinghall hall-s t. 

Jones, Thos orth-bidgs, ry-circus, rin Silk. Pet 
Aug 21. Murray. Sas tat it Dubois &; Maynard, Church~-pas- 
sage, 

Johnson, John, Auckland-rd, V: sotorte-oi-8. 0 out of business. Pet 
Aug 20. Sept 5 at 12. Pittman, Guildhall-chambers. 

lagenent. Bos Beecraft, Gray’s-inn-rd, Auctioneer. Pet Aug 15. 

Sept3at 1. Peverley, Coleman-st. 
Debt, Maidstone. Adj Augl5. Sept 3 


ail wim Hy, Prisoner for 

Mineos, Ri, Bedford-pl, Russell-sq, out of business. Pet A’ 

ta... Murray. "ope 10 at in” Foachay Slsbary-aq hie ig ma 
cing, Hh Richd, P r Debt, Tantan, t wry le at 

an & Nicholson, College-hill. - 

wholes, Win Wm, : Aetliemeae. Westminster, Coach Builder.'[Pet Aug 
19. Murray. Sept 5at il. Roberts, Clement’s-inn, Strand. 

Pearce, Wm, Goswell-road, General Dealer. Pet July 23. Pepys. 

3at 12. Drake, Basinghall-st 
—_ wey Thos, Prisoner for Debt, ‘London. Adj Aug 17. Roche, 
pt 

Punchard, Chas, Haverhill, Suffolk, Merchant. Pet Aug 19. Murray. 
Sept 4 at 1. Mossop, Ironmonger-lane. 

Dean-st, St George’s-iun-the-East, Beer Retailer. Pet 
ag tm ve ten Il. Daniels & Oo, Fore-st. 


, Mile-end, 
Pet Aug 15. “tom Sept 3 at 1. Daniels & Co, Fore-st, 
—_— ~ chee gr yep, Kilt, Kilburn, Coffeehouse Pet Aug 
= 1 Wns Marshall, Lnoola’s-ino-felds. 
z. Sept 4 at 12. Parry, Croydon. 


Wi Clerkenwell, Gold Chain Manufacturer, Pet 
 Marvay. 6atl. Doble, Basinghall-st, 





Smith, Charles John, Essex-rd, Islington, Builder. Pet ang 15. Perv, a 
Sept 3at 1. Murr, East India-chambers, Whitefriars-s' 
Smith, Hy Bedwell, Wycombe-ter, Hornsey-rd, Grocer. "pet Aug 15, 
Pepys. Sept 3at1. Matthews & — Leadenhall-st. 
re ag ry Chipping Ongar, Essex, Coal a sent, » Aug 2, 
urray. SeptSatl. Preston iD Dorman. meen : 
Wadson, J i Albion-cottages, Albion-rd, Hammers mith, Carpenter, 
Pet A > Sanne Sept 5 at 1. Pittman, G chambers, 
oo fal Holmer-rd, Hackney Wick, Grocer. Pet Aug 16. Murray, 
Sept 4atl. Tripp, Chancery-lane. 
Wil John, Queen’s-rd, Bayswater, Coach Smith. Pet Aug 2), 
Murray. Sept 13 at il. Tyrrell, Gray’s-inn-sq, 


To Surrender in the Country. 


Beaumont, Jos, Rawmarsh, ag ntl Pet Aug 31, Hoyle. Ro: 
ham, Sept 9 ab Roberts, Roth therham. _ . tee 
Pet Aug 2]. Liddle, 


Bolas, Thos, Field Asto: n, Salop, Shoe Maker. 
‘Newport, Sept 4 at 10. 
, Thos Bailey, Southport, a no business. Pet Aug 
0. Lpool, & Sept9ati2. Best, L 
hael, Prisoner for Debt, pWalton. Adj Aug 15. Hime, 
, Jas, Hulme, nr Manch, Beerselier. Pet Aug 20. Hulton 
rd, Sept 7 at 9.30. Gardner, Manch. 
Clarke, Joseph, Nottin; igner, Pet Aug 20, 
Clay, Jane, Netherseal, Leicester, out of business. Pet Aug 21, 
Birm, Sept 17at 11. Wood, Tamworth. 
Cooper, Hannah, Derby. Adj ‘Aug | 12. Dyson. Halifax, Sept 13 at 
Corrie, Robt, Bredbury, 
Stockport, Sept 6 at 12. Sale & Co, Manch. 
alter, Aston, Warwick, Factor. Pet Aug 20. Birm, Sept 6 


Lpool, Sept 10 at 3. 

gham, Lace Pachitt, - 
Nottingham, Oct9atil. Belk, Nottingham. 
10. Storey, Halifax. 

Chester, Publican, Pet Aug 20. Ooppock, 
at 12. Fallows, Birm. 


Ditchfield, Geo Prescot, sen, Seacombe, Chester, Clerk. Adj July 13, 
Wason. Birkenhead, Sept4at 10. Barker, Lpool. 
seRRENS Evgoner for Debt, 


Lancaster. Adj Aug 14. Hime, 


-- heer, pea tno! Butcher. Pet Aug 20. Hime. Lpool, Sept 4 at 
ebster, L 
Foulkes John, pay Warehouse Porter. Pet Aug 2!. Hime. Lpool, 
Sept $ at 3. Sherratt, Wrexham. 
Frost, John Theme Newton Abbot, Devon, Innkeeper. Pet Aug 14. 
Exeter, Sept 3at 12. Clarke. 
Godrich, Thos, Leicester, Cordwainer. Pet Aug 21. Ingram. Leices- 
Petty, Leicester. 
~~ ara for Debt, Lancaster. Adj Aug 14, 
. pt 6 at 3. 
Ysceifiog, oy Grocer. Pet Aug 19. Holywell, Sept 
léatll. Davies, Holywell. 
Hargrave, John, ‘Newark-upon-Trent, Nottingham, Ironmoulder. 
Pet Aug 21, Newton. Newark, Sept 4at 12. Ashley, Newark. 


Hare, Maria, Farnham Royal, Buckingham, Licensed Victualler. Pet 
Aug 19. Windsor, Sept 5 at 11. Phillips, Windsor. 
Helm, Joseph Chas, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj May 15, Hime. 
Lpool, Sept 9 at 3. Nordon, Lpool. 
Henley, ey gh Willenhall, Stafford, Bootmaker. Pet Aug 8. Birm, 
Sept 6 Barrow, Wolverhampton. 
Hope, John, Darlington, Durham, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet Aug 20, 
Bowes. Darlington, Sept4at1!. Clayhills, Darlington. 
Hough, Alfred Jas, Bournemouth, Southampton, Bookseller. Pet 
Aug 21, Christchurch, Sg 6at 3. Sharp, Christchurch, 
Illingworth, Alfred, Manch, Comm Agent. Pet Aug 17. Kay. Manch, 
Sept 3 at 9.30. Smith & Boyer, Manch. 
Jackson, David, Prisoner for Debt, Leicester. Adj Aug 16. Ingram. 
Leicester, Sept 21 at 10. Haxby, Leicester. 
Jackson, Wm Ernest, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj July 19. 
Murray. Manch, Sept 17 at 11. 
Jenkins, Thos, Ynyscydydwg, Glamorgan, Boatman. Pet Aug 19, 
Spickett. Pontypridd, Sept 4 at 12. Plews, Merthyr. 
Johnson, Richd, Hereford, Tailor. Pet Aug 10. Birm, Sept 6 at 12, 
Heelas, Stroud. 
Keating, John, Carlisle, Ayahesper. Pet Aug 17. Halton. Carlisle, 
Sept 4at12, Wannop, Car' 
King, Wm, Stokesley, York, fonkeoper, Pet Aug 22. Leeds, Sept 5 
atll. Cariss & ‘empest, Leeds 
Kit B Siw, Shipston-on-Stour, Worcester, Innkeeper. Pet Aug 16, 
ll. Shipston-on-Stour, Sept 4 at 12, Kilby, Banbury. 
lean, John, Low Coniscliffe, nr Darlington, Durham, Farm oo 
os as 20. Bowes, Darlington, Sept 4 "at 10. Robinson, Dar- 
ue ai, Fowey, Cornwall, phone —. Pet Aug 15. Carlyon. 8 
Austell, Sept 6 at 12.30, 
Marsh, Samal, Prisoner for bebe. O onegham. Adj Aug 20. Tudor. 
No Be 17 abs. Maples, Nottingham. 
Debs, Manch, VT Aug 14. Murray. 
Durham, Butcher. Pet Aug 21. Gibson, 
le-apon. tO 17 at 11.30, Brignal, Da 
Orment Edwd Hy, atenipwe. Daven, Oilman. Pet Aug 19, Pearce. 
East t Stonehouse, Sept 2 at 10.30. Fowler, Plymouth, 
Oswald, Geo Hy, Hetton-le-Hole, Durham, Bootmaker, Pet Aug 19, 
Gibson. Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Sept 17 at 12. Oliver, Sui 


Palliser, Wm, Lintz Ford, Durham, Paper Maker. Pet Aug 2). Shot- 
ley bridge, Sept 10 at 11, oe os teshead. 
toh, © Adj Aug 14. 


Perry, Wi kerne, Somerset, Builder. 
Sparks. “cremate, Sept 3 at 11. 

Jeweller. Pet Aug 20. Crisp. 

orcester. 


Porteous, G Worcester, Workin 
Worcester, Sept 3 at ll, conm 
Powell, Ann, Boughrood Court, Radnor, Housekeeper. Pet Aug 20. 
Williams, My > Se t6at6.30. Bishop, Brecon. 
berts, » ates, Pet Aug2l. Wason, Birkenhead, 
Sept bat 10. Bellringer, Lpoo 
wow se in, Lancaster. Adj Aug 14. Kay. 


Shaw, John, jun, 
ataneh 3 at 9.30 
me man Warp Dealer. Pet Aug 12. Leeds, 


a yr) i. Batiey, Tort, Coto 
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fans. 2 
Birkenhead, Chester, Painter. Pet June 19. Wason. 

Shilling By eerie. ‘Andergon, Birkenhead. 
Thos, orthampton, Beerseller. Pet Aug 21. Dennis- 

_o 7at 10. White, Northampton. 
Pet “i 21. Wason. 

4at 10. Anderson, Northampto! 
gine Northumberland, Wuahenaker. 
th, Sept 9 at, 10, Wilkinson, 


i, Glamorgan, Licensed Victual np Au 
Thom ilde,” Tabtaes Batll. J rid. , 
ostsh Hi 


omas, Po 
Leeds, Sept 5at It. 


Pet Aug 


atypri 
, Middlesborough, York, Innkeeper. Pet Aug 
Gawan, oo ag na 
Bh er John, Freckleton, Lancaster, Farmer. Pet Aug 20. Lpool, 
Sept 4 at 12. Steble & Jameson, Lpvol. 
Warr, Geo, Ross, Hereford, Lessee of “armpike Tolls. Adj Aug 15. 
Collins. Ross, Aug 31 at 11. Williams, R 
White, Geo Hy, Southampton, Merchant's 5 Clerk. Pet Aug 20. 
Thorndike, outhampton, Sept 9 at 12. Mackey. 
Whitby, Wm, Nottingham, Cattle Dealer. Pet Aug 19. Patchitt. 
Nottingham, Oct 9 at 1}. 7 Nottin 
Prisoner for De! 


gham. 
i, Stafford Adj July9. Walker. 


Pet Jane 21, 
Wason. 


t, Lpool. 
‘oung, Wm, Manch, Stay & Silk Manufacturer. Mot Aug 19. Murray. 
bao Sept 3 at 11. eath & Son, Manch, 
Tuxspay, Aug. 27, 1867. 
To Surrender in London, 
Andrews, Jas Richd, Lower Shadwell, Licensed Victualler. 
‘Ang 28. Roche. Sept 10at1. De Medina, Primrose-st, 
8b. 
pg Joseph, Barnet-common, Herts, Bricklayer. Pet Aug 23. 
Ges You cctherd, eae senat Geawell-ra 6 Comm Agent. Pet Ai 
|], Geo Yeath: rst, <1 mm 
ey Sept 10 at |. Dobie, Basinghall-st. ng 
Blythe, Fredk Edmua nd, Ashburnham-grove, Greenwich, Comm Agent. 
t dug 23, pote Sept 10 at 12, Pittman, Guildhall- chambers, 
Dyson, Prisoner for Debt, Lenten, Pet Aug 21 (for pau). 


—— 
Murray. t 10 at 12. Dobie, Basing’ 
Cantoni, Josep! = Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Aug 21 (for pau). 
Marray. Se Sept 10 at Ll. —— Beaufort-bdgs, Strand. 
Coombs, Edmund, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Aug 19. Roche. 
Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Aug 23 (for pau). 
Roche. Sept 12atl. Ody, Trinity-st, Southwark. 
se ~ Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Aug 19. Roche. Sept 
Rat! 
7. John, Little Portland-st, Marylebone, Coach Trimmer. Pet 
22. Murray. Sept 10 at 12. Scarth, Welbeck- 8t, Caven- 


i san Camb: ter, Union-rd, Daten, Dalles, Pet 


re i ch Blewk Po whe ea it, 0 ma Bh +3 hn’s aeWeod, Plumber. 
nbeim- Ke, -r 0. um 
1 Olive, Portsmouth-st, Lin- 


¥ seeds Sept 10 at 12. 
Adj Aug 19. 


qantas Upper-st, Islington, Aucti 
a " oneer. 
ai es Cherry Orcha tie t Croydon, Plumber. 
-rd, Eas m, Plum 
i ~ og 24, Roehe, Sept llatll. Ricketts, Frederick-pl, Gray’s- 
nn-rd’ 
ee ae eae London. Adj Aug 19. ‘Roche. 
Wim Frederic, Eastry, Kent,Grocer. Pet Aug 22, Murray. 
ptl0atil. Treherne & Tolferstan, Aldermanbury. 
Manufacturer. Adj yn 19. Roehe. 
Carpenter. Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Aug 10, 
Sept:12 at 12. 
te, Provision Merchant. Adj Aug 19. Roche.’ Sept 
Tops, Jude, Prisoner fer Debt, London. Adj Aug 19. Roche. Sept 


— a Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Aug 19. Roche. Sept 


Pet 


don. Adj Aug 19. Roche. 


at 12. 
. Joseph. eee Be -rd, Grocer. Pet Ang 24, Roche. 
ati. wa & Co, Leadenhall-st. - 
Oxenbeary, Theophilus Prisoner for Debt, ~ NE Adj Aug 19. 


1 
orris, Prisoner for Debt, Lordon, Pet Aug 21. 
lL. Dobie, Basingball-at’ a 
, eee Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Aug 19. 
; un, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Aug 19. Roche, 


atl, 
, Chas Ladislas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Aug 19. 


a © 1. 
Archor-road, Bermondsey. Pot July 26. 
“ate & Miller, Sherbo 0 rne-lane, 5 ae 
pe, ly pH Retailer of Beer. Pet Aug 22, Murray. 


Holborn. 
nd, Peckham, out of business. Pet Ang 23, Roche. 
. Dobie, Basi hall-st. 
Sept ier} Prisoner Debt, London. Adj Aug 19. Roche, 


Willard, sto lass teeta Prisoner bt, Lewes. A R 
Sept atl. | pubes met 


vik oa gous ser aermonst, Ane 
ba for Debt, Adj Aug 19, Roche, Sept 





To Surrender in the Country. 
Barrett, Barnabus, Norwich, Sopiptes. Pet Aug 20. 
wich, Sept 9atll. Page, Norwi 
Baguley, Thos, Manch, Machine sealler. Pet Aug 23. Murray. 
Manch, Sept 16.at 11. Corbett & Wheeler, Manch ? 
Chas, Prisoner for Debt, Kingston-upon-Hall. Adj Aug 14. 


a ton- — -Hall, Sept 25 at 11. 
“= her. Leeds, Sept 12 at 11. 


Pet Aug 14. 
y; ‘pooh, Liesneed Victualler. Pet Aug2l. Hime. Lpool, 
jer nee: i l. 
Pet Aug 23. 


pring Knife nr “+ ae 
t7 atl. Dyson, Sheffield, 
ae lesbrough, York, Furniture Broker. Put Ang 
ot ay Stockton-on-Tees, Sept 4atli. Dobson, 
Brown, Jonathan Wilks, Scarborough, York. Beaeapen Pet Aug 
26,, Leeds, Sept 12atil. Moody & Co, Scarborough. 
Ce Sandford Albion. Stafford, Irom onger. Pet Aug 22. dill. 


Palmer. Nor- 


Bird] 
Sept ll at3. 

Booker, Joseph, Sheffield, 
Wake. +e 


m, Sept 6 a6 13. Brough, Stafford. 
Taos Hollis, Prisoner wwe. Adj Aug 21, Hill. 
Sept 6st 12, James & Griffin, B 

Cunningham, Peter, Prisoner for Debt, ¢ Chester. a Aug M4. 
Cheshire. ‘Northwich, Se titatio. Bent, W: 

Davies, Chas, Oengleton, r. Pet Aug a. Latham. 
Congleton. Sept 4 at 11. Washington, Congleto 

at = Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. ‘Adj, Aug 14. Lpool, 

Enoch, aud, John, South Stockton, York, Contractcr. Pet Aug 17, 
Crosby. Stockton-on-Tees, Sept4 at 11. Dobson, Middlesbrough. 

Harrison. id Mortimer, Berks, Carpenter. Pet 24. 
Collins. Sept 14 at 10. Sait id 

Hull, Wm, ~upon-Tweed, Shi; . Pet Ang 24. Gibson. 

jewcastle~apon- 


|powner. 
emergent, Sept 17 at 12, Bousfield, N 
14. % Hatch, Berks, Blacksmith. Pet Aug 24, Col- 
Mende Sent 14a 10." Basith, Reading al 


Mason, renk Frank Goodwin, Prisoner for Dobe, Wi Warwick. Adj Aug 21. 
Hill” Birm, Sept 6 at 12, James & Griffin, Birm, tas 
Mawdsley, Wm, Sudden Brow, ur Rochdale, tone 2 Loom Jobber. 
Pet Aug 2!, Grundy. Bury, Sept 9 at 9. Rochdale. 
Morgans, John, Worcester, Carpenter. Pet Aug 24. Hill. Birm, 
Sept 13 at 12. Tree, Worcester. 
Paine, Wm, & Michael Paine, Stratford-upon-Avon, Warwick, News 
= Pet Au, a ane Stratford-on-Avon, Sept 17 at 11. 
-on-Avon. 
Petland. 3 ‘as, Gateshead, Durham, Builder. Pet Aug — Ba 
Ne wedsdeupen-T yes, Sept 17 at 12. Harle & Co, 
Mo ogg ge 
» Jas, Pumice bit, ot Stafford, Pawnbroker. Pet Aug 22. Hill. 
Birm, Sept 6 at} len, Birm. 
Sarell, Francis, Exeter, Brewer. Pet Aug 23. Daw. Exeter, Sept 6 


at Il. — —_ 
Seagrave, Wm, Arundel, Sussex, Dealer in China. Pet Aug 21. Holmes, 
py Sept 12 at 11.30. Lamb, 
uthampton, Carver. Pet Aug 23. Thorndike, 
Southampton, Sept 9ati2. Mackey, Southampton. 
— Jonathan, Ipswich, Suffolk, Baker. Pet Aug 21. Prety- 
Lpool, Sept 6 a& 


wich, Sept 3atil. Jennings, I; 
Join, — Cattle Dealer. Pet Aug 24. 
Torbett, Jas Wm, York, Clerk. Pet Aug 23. Leeds, Sept 12 at 11. 
Dale, York. 
Turner, John, Alnwick, Northumberland, 
Manufacturer. Pet Aug 22. Wilson. wick, Sept 6 at Il. 
ph, Alfreton, Derby, Auctioneer. Pet Ang 16. Hub- 


29 at 1. “Smith, Derby. 
aa on beneen. Pet Aug 


Leeds, 
‘Springtcla” Adj Aug 15. Barnes. 


be ay Wm, Gaitegill, land, Boot Maker. Pet 17, 
% Cartite, soot 1) 8 ft Wannop, Carlisle. eae -2 4 
Wash, Wa, Birm, Provision Merchant. Pet Aug 3!. Birm, Sept 6 at 

wcnell & Ne Nelson, Birm, 

BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Farwar, Aug. 23, 1867. 

Cook, Richd Philip, jun, High-st, Southwark, Jeweller. Aug 20, 
Steele Geo, Bukenhintctaamaneetn Aug 20. = 


walters, a 


Tossa, Aug. 27, 1867. 
Neil, Robt, Hamilton-ter, St John’s Wood. Law Student, Aug 20. 
_— _ == 


RESHAM ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
37, OLD JEWRY, LONDON, ELC, 
SOLICITORS are invited to introduce, on behalf of on clients, oe te 








ProrosaL roa Loan ow Moareaczs, 


uced hy (state name and address of solicitor 
Amount required 
pe TY of repayment (i. ¢., whether for @ term certaa, or by 


other payments) 
ecu tts hora ie pariaare of wceriy, and, Yond or betld- 


state the net annual 
“Gta what Lis (if dso paveeeed 00 ba. eetnd ip, te 
a Polley (if 8 ole” any), 


"Yee oe i ar ant bv. 
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SPECIAL NOTIOE. 


THE LAW UNION IN SURANG 
COMPANY 


NOW GRANTS 


WHOLE WORLD AND UNCONDITIONAL LIFE POLICIES 
AT A SLIGHTLY INCREASED PREMIUM. 











This description of Policy is simply an undertaking to pay the Sum Assured on the happ 
at the event on. which it is payable sana any condition whatever except the payment ai 
Annual Premium. 

To Mortgagees the advantages of such a Policy cannot be over-estimated. 

Members of the Legal Profession are invited to inspect this Form of Policy, 

The conditions on ordinary Life Policies have been recently revised, giving the Amara | 
benefit of all advantages (especially as to travelling) offered i! the most liberal offices. 





LOANS GRANTED ON LIFE INTERESTS AND REVERSIONS WITH LIFE ASSURANCES. 
Forms of Proposal and remeenens &e., may be had on application to 


’ FRANK McGEDY, 
126, Chancery-lane. . Actuary and Seo 








B. J, MAYER, ATIONAL ASSOCIATION for the PRO MQ 


TION of SOCIAL SCIENCE. 
pee cacie't Me lips Bia wer ry y The ELEVENTH ANNUAL CONGRESS will be held in 

PURVEYOR OF WINES TO HER MAJESTY. from WEDNESDAY the 18th, to WEDNESDAY the bth ‘of 8 

TILL & SPARKLING HOCKS & prt amnyr EMBER, 18 aes a 
of the very finest qualities, supplied, duty free and carriage Presi 
to all Parts of the United Kingdom, at moderate charges. Price Lists TaE poems Mes, Looe Derry ane AND \ rete mee re E.C.B. 
presented on app! ion a 
All communications te be addressed either direct te B.J.MAYER, | particulars as t0 rallway teelllticn Oat noms ar Otaoa _ 
Sena Thine; to “Mess, PIOKPORD & Co. H.C. ; or Messrs. | tickets, &c,, may be had on application to the General Ofice, 

, 63, Lower Thames-street, H.C. street, Adelphi, or to the Local Office, Queen's College, Belfast, 





185: Per doz. TARRAGONES. _perdoz. 18% | QILACK'S SILVER ELECTRO PLATE is a of 


ing of pure Silver over Nickel. A combination of two 
BOTTLES AND CASES INCLUDED. sessing such valuabJe properties renders it in copensunes and wear 6 


Post Orders on Vere Street. to Sterling Silver, le 
Za. 4. £34. 


CHARLES WARD AND SON, TableForks,perdox...... 110 Gand 1 18 r 
WINE MERCHANTS, Table Spoons 110 Gand le 0 
MAYFAIR, W., LONDON. 


18s. per doz: TARRAGONES. per toe. 18.2. "Sivery article for the ‘Table asin Silver. "A Sample Tes 


on receipt of 20 stamps. 
RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, STRAND, LONDON, 
ATES AND ALEXANDER 
PRIBT EDS, LACK’S FENDER AND FIRE-IRON WAR 
7, 8, 9, Church Passage, Chancery Lane, E.C., HOUSE is the MOST BOOMOMICAL, consistent Pun aeES lity 
Parliamentary Bills, Appeals, Bills of Complaint, Memorandums an@ | Iron Fenders, 3s.6d.; Bronzed ditto, & with m 
Articles of Association, Legal Forms, — &e. Drawing-room ditto, 14s. 6d. to 50s. ; Fire ieee 2s, 6d. to 208. 
Prospectuses of Public Companies, Share Carementen, Show Cards, | Dish Covers, with handles to take off, 18s. setof six. Table 
Cheques, Insurance Tables, pve ip age dt on Forks, 8s. ¥ dozen. Roasting Jacks, rye s 7s. %,..: 
Catalogues, Particulars and Conditions Sale, Posting Bills, and all | 1s. 6d. setof three; elegant ee gd ditto, 25s. the set. 
General Printing. with a knob, 5s. 6d. ; 2s,6d, 4 set of Kit 
va Table Matic tee 16s, Maal riggers dozen, White or 8 
ILLS OF COMPLAINT AND ANSWERS | and Forks,8s.94, ond 12s.; ‘Black Horn ditto, 8s, and 10s. 
ranted. 
FOR CASH, 48. 6d, PER PAGE, ‘As the limits of an advertisement will not allow of of a dataled sts 
A Lower Charge than has hitherto been offered by the Trade, chasers are requested to send for their Catalogue, 
Price A arlene of Bee ee Warranted Table Cu Celene a cera 
10 Copies. 50 Copies. &c. Maybe had gratis or free, seit’ aeteeted 
8 pages... £2 28. Os. £286: 6d. £245, 6d. £2 6s, 6d, Eve at the same low prices which th 
YATES & ALEXANDER, brated for nearly 50 years. Orders above 3 tdvrer eran ‘ 


Law, PaRuiaMEnTaRy, AND GunzRAL PRINTERS, tlh RICHARD & JOHN'SLACK, 886, STRAND, LONDOY, a 
7,8, 9, Church Passage, Chancery Lane, E.C, Opposite Somerset House, i 




















